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All Solicitors should bring 
to the notice of their 
clients a pamphlet 
bearing the above title 
explaining a simple 
scheme which brings 
within the reach of all 
an effective. means of 


assisting their Country 
in the present difficult 


The pamphlet is 


LEGAL 
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of 10, Fleet Street, E.C. 4, 


times, 
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and a free copy will be 
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AnnvAL SUBSCRIPTION, WHICH MUST BB Parp 1n ADVANCB: 


£1 10s. ; by Post, £1 12s.; Foreign, £1 14s. 4d. 
HALF-YEARLY AND QUARTERLY SUBSCRIPTIONS IN PROPORTION. 








*.* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, azd 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JouRNAL. 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the 
name of the writer. 


GENERAL HEADINGS. 


CURRENT TOPICS NEW ORDERS, &0. 
THE RELIEF OF TENANTS UNDER THE SOCIETIES 
Courts (EM*RGENOY PowERs)AoTs. 632 | OBITUARY 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF GERMAN PRIZE 
CouRT PAPERS 
WINDING-UP NOTICES . 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES .......... 


Cases Reported this Week. 
Cole v. Lady de Trafford 
Doherty-Waterhouse, Re. Musgrave v. De Clair 
Miles v. Forest Rock Granite Co. (Limited) 
Ollett v. Jordan 
Rover v. South African Breweries (Limited) 
Thomas v, Thomas and Hegnaur 








Current Topics. 
The New South Wales Conversion Loan. 


WE print elsewhere a notice of the issue by the New South 
Wales Government of £3,000,000, partly in cash subscriptions 
for 5% per cent. debentures and partly in conversion of the 34 
per cent. stock maturing Ist September next. The holders of 
the stock exercising the option to convert will receive preferen- 
tia] allotment. 


The House of Lords on a League of Nations. 

THE DEBATE in the House of Lords on Lord Parmoor’s 
motion— 

That this House approves the principle of a League of Natious 
and the constitution of a Tribunal, whose orders shall be enforce- 
able by an adequate sanction, 

which was begun on 19th March and then adjourned for 
the, Government to consider the question, was continued on 
Wednesday, and resulted in the unanimous acceptance of a 
resolution in the following form :— 

That this House approves the principle of a League of Nations 
and commends to his Majesty’s Government a study of the condi 
tions required for its realization. 

The change was due to an amendment proposed by Lord 
BRYCE. 
The Government Aceeptance, of the Principle. 

Tue attitupe of the Government towards the matter 
was defined by Earl Curzon, who, after calling attention to 
the failure of various Leagues of Nations proposed in the 
past, observed that in spite of this the principle was one to 
which the great majority of thinking men in all nations are 
converts; and the conversion of the world has been hastened 
by the intolerable cruelties and sufferings of the present war. 
In the various schemes put forward he found a general con- 
currence in certain features, such as the institution of a 
tribunal to which all signatory parties would pledge them- 
selves to refer their disputes before going to war, and a 
sanction for enforcing the decrees of the supreme body ; but 
he suggested difficulties as to the inclusion of Germany and as 
to the limitation of armaments. As was to be expected from 
one speaking under great responsibility, he deprecated pro- 
ceeding too quickly or too far, but he suggested two proposi- 
tions which might be assented to :— 


In the first place, we want to do something to prevent wars, or, 
if that is too Utopian an aspiration, to limit their scope and to 
diminish their horrors in: future. For this purpose a general con- 
currence of nations is necessary; and if it is to be effective it 
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ought ultimately to include all the important States of. the world. 
Secondly, I believe it to be true that opinion in this country is 
rather in advance of the opinion of any of our Allies, except, pos- 
sibly, the United States. I would, therefore, remind the House 
that it would be well that we should not go ahead too quickly or 
too abruptly or we may incur a rebuff. We must try to get some 
alliance, or confederation, or conference to which these States shall 
belong, and no State in which shall be at liberty to go to war 
without reference to arbitration, or to a conference.of the league, 
in the first place. Then if a State breaks the contract it will be- 
come, tpso facto, at war with the other States in the league, and 
they will support each other, without any need for an international 
police, in punishing or in repairing the breach of contract. 
It is, perhaps, hopeful at this stage that the principle of 
a League of Nations should have been thus officially accepted, 
even though, as the Bishop of Oxford pointed out, Lord 
Curzon’s speech shewed little of the enthusiasm for it which 
the experiences of the war had aroused in people in this 
country ; and the Archbishop of York, recently returned from 
America, said that there the policy of the League of Nations 
was regarded as one of the essential aims of the war. But, of 
course, for it to succeed the whole-hearted concurrence of all 
the Great Powers is required. 


The Question of Sovereignty. 


We wave already published in detail the scheme for a 
League of Nations which Lord Parker put forward in the 
original debate in the House of Lords (ante, p. 449). This, 
as we understand it, stops short of suggesting any super- 
national authority, and stops short of requiring the members 
of the League to part with any portion of their sovereign 
rights. They would enter into certain common obligations 
with a view to the prevention of war, but the arrangement 
would be a matter of contract, and not of a diminution of 
sovereignty. This question of sovereignty is, of course, one 
of the great practical difficulties, and Lord Parker recurs to 
the matter in a letter to the Times of Tuesday. In order to 
bring into operation some current schemes—those, for in- 
stance, which propose an international tribunal, an inter- 
national police force, an international legislative council for 
revising and enacting international law, and an international 
executive—a sacrifice of sovereign rights would be required 
But the difficulties in the way cannot, he says, be exaggerated. 
He suggests that in practice, if not in theory, a League of 
Nations has been already constituted by the general alliance 
against Germany ; that ‘‘ here we have all the essentials neces- 
sary for a league of peace, and little remains to be done except 
to formulate existing conditions with greater accuracy and 
precision.’’’ But an arrangement which leaves out the Central 
Powers really does little to contribute to a general agreement 
in restraint of war. Nor is it easy to see how any such agree- 
ment can come except ont of the future peace discussion, and 
its success then will depend largely upon the events leading 
up to peace, and the mood in which the various belligerents 
enter the Peace Congress. The real difficulties of the future 
settlement of Europe—or rather of the world—will not, per- 
haps, be appreciated until the settlement comes to be made. 


Liability of Bank on Altered Cheque. 


THE MODERN tendency, said Sankey, J., in Macmillan 
v. London and Joint Stock Bank (Limited) (1917, 1 K.B. 312), 
with reference to Young v. Grote (4 Bing. 252), has been to 
bury rather than to praise it. But occasionally a buried case 
is brought to life and started on a new career either of use- 
fulness or of confusion, and this has now happened—let us 
hope it will be a career of usefulness—to Young v. Grote. 
For after the Court of Appeal (1917, 2 K. B. 439) had affirmed 
Sankey, J., and left the bank liable to make good a loss due 
to the omission of their customer to fill up a cheque properly, 
the House of Lords (Times, 22nd inst.) have now reversed 
this decision and have left the loss to fall on the customer. A 
cheque for petty cash was filled up for £2 in figures only and 
handed to a clerk. The clerk altered the ‘‘ 2”’ to ‘‘ 120,” 
filled in the amount in words, and cashed it for the altered 
amount. This is very similar to Young v. Grote, where a 
customer of a bank left blank signed cheques with his wife. 
She filled one up for £50 2s., and a clerk altered it to £350 2s. 
The cheque was s> drawn that the alteration was easy. The 





exact ground on which the bank was there held to be entitled 
to debit £350 2s. to the customer has been much disputed. 
The simplest course is to base it on the negligence of the cus- 
tomer, and this assumes that there is a duty on the drawer 
towards the party paying on the instrument, which is true for 
the case of customer and banker, though it may not be 
true in other cases, ¢.g., between acceptor and indorsee of a 
bill of exchange: Scholfield vy. Earl of Londesborough (1896, 
A. C. 514). And it is this doubt as to the true ground of 
Young v. Grote, and the restriction on its application, that has 
led to its falling into disrepute. But in the present case Lord 
Frnuay, C., has reverted to the ground just stated—namely, 
negligence of the customer towards the bank. ‘‘ As the negli- 
gence of the customer caused the loss he must bear it.’’ There 
is, indeed, the point that the loss is the direct result, 
not of the negligence, but of the fraud of the person 
who alters the cheque, and this seems to- have prevailed 
in Colonial Bank of Australasia v. Marshall (1906, 
A. C. 559); but it is now held that a person draw- 
ing a cheque is bound to contemplate that, if he does so 
carelessly, a fraudulent use may be made of it, and the ultimate 
loss is, as between himself and the bank, to be attributed to 
his negligence. The result is no doubt in accordance with the 
justice of the case, but it shews how difficult it is tp arrive at 
a final rule even on a comparatively simple matter of everyday 
business. 


Liability for Representations as to Credit. 


ANOTHER POINT of importance to banks has been decided by 
the House of Lords this week in the case of Banbury v. Bank 
of Montreal (Times, 26th inst.). This raised the question of 
the construction of section 6 of Lord TENTERDEN’s Act, and of 
the authority of a bank manager to advise as to investments. 
Lord TENTERDEN’s Act—the Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828—provides by section 6 as follows :— 


‘* No action shall be brought whereby to charge any person upon 
or by reason of any representation or assurance made or given 
relating to the credit of any other person, to the intent that such 
other person may obtain credit, money, or goods thereupon, unless 
such representation or assurance be made in writing, signed by the 
party to be charged therewith.” 


This is similar in its requirement as to signature to section | 
of the same statute, under which an acknowledgment of a 
simple contract debt must be made in writing “‘ signed by the 
party chargeable thereby,’’ and the effect is that the signature 
must be that of the party himself; the signature of an agent 
is not effectual. As to acknowledgments, this was altered by 
section 13 of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, but 
it still helds with regard to representations as to credit; and 
accordingly a bank cannot be made liable under the statute 
on a representation signed by a manager: Hirst v. West Riding 
Union Banking Co. (1901, 2 K. B. 560). 


A Banker’s Advice as to Investments. 


Burt tn the present case the statute was held not to apply, 
either because the action was not for misrepresentation, but 
for breach of a duty to advise carefully, or because the statute 
applied only to fraudulent misrepresentation. The former 
ground was taken by Lord Fintay, C.; the latter by Lord 
Arxinson. The substance of the case was that the general 
manager of the Bank of Montreal had given to Capt. Bansury 
a circular letter of introduction to the branch managers, in 
which it was said: ‘‘ Should he apply to you for assistance or 
advice you will be good enough to place yourselves at his dis- 
posal.’” Capt. Bansury, acting on information given him by 
one of the branch managers, made an investment on mortgage 
which turned out unfortunately, and one question was whether 
this was advice or merely information. According to the 
verdict of the jury it was advice, andshence the question arose 
whether he was authorized to give it, and, if so, whether he had 
committed a breach of duty to advise carefully. According to 
the jury he had authority to give advice, and he gave the 
advice negligently and unskilfully, and Daruine, J., gave 
judgment for Capt. Bansury. In the Court of Appeal (1917, 
1 K. B. 409) this decision was reversed and judgment was 
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' entered for the bank on the grounds (1) that the letter of 


introduction gave no authority to advise as to investments, and 
that there was no general authority for a bank manager to 
do so; and (2) that there was no representation in writing 
signed as required by Lord TenteRpEN’s Act. That Act, it 
was held, is not confined to fraudulent representation. In 
the House of Lords this result has been affirmed by a majority 
(Lords ATKINSON, PARKER and WrenBuRY), the dissentient 
minority consisting of the Lord Chancellor and Lord Saaw. 
But the majority disagreed with, the Court of Appeal as to 
the applicability of Lord TenrerpEn’s Act. The object of 
section 6, it is said, was to ensure written evidence in an action 
for deceit on a fraudulent representation, but the reason 
for this restriction of the statute is not yery clear. The 
decision of the Court of Appeal was affirmed on the first 
ground, namely, the absence of authority to advise as to 
investments ; and the main result of the case is to establish that 
a bank manager who gives such advice, except in accordance 
with specific authority, acts only on his own responsibility, and 
negligence on his part, even if established, will not impose any 
liability on the bank. 


Delay of Ship for Armament 

SoME INTERESTING variations on the time-honoured incidents 
in the law of charter-parties gave occasion for much ingenious 
argument in Radcliffe & Co. v. Compagnie Générale Trans- 
atlantique (Times, 5th inst.), which came before Sankey, 
J., on a case stated by commercial arbitrators. The Atherstone, 
a vessel under a time-charter, was due to leave New York for 
Havre on 28th April, 1917. At that date, as she was a British 
ship, she received Admiralty orders to put into Halifax 
for defensive armament, and this deviation from her voyage 
caused delay and loss to the charterers. They deducted from the 
freight sums representing (1) demurrage at Halifax, and (2) 
coal burnt on proceeding there; and claimed a right to this 
on two alternative grounds—either as dainages for breach of 
their contract on the part of the owners, or else in diminution 
of the agreed price for the service of affreightment on the 


» ground that the contract between the parties had been in 


abeyance pending the mounting of the guns. The owners sued 
for the sums deducted, and the arbitrators found in their 
favour. Now the allegation of breach of contract was really 
put by the charterers on two rather different grounds. It 
was suggested that, in the absence of the armament, the ship 
was not really “‘ efficient,’’ whereas the charter-party con- 
tained warranties of ‘‘ efficiency ’’ for the purposes of the 
voyage. This seems rather a novel contention, which, had it 
succeeded, would impose quite new burdens on shipowners 
towards their charterers in times of war. But Mr. Justice 
Sankey refused to take this view. He held that there could 
be no implied warranty ab initio to carry a defensive arma- 
ment, and that such warranty could not subsequently spring 
up, like a “‘ springing use,’’ merely because the Admiralty 
made this requirement. There was, therefore, no breach on 
the ground of this suggested warranty. 


The Right to Deviate. ~ 


Bot rue allegation of breach was also put on another ground. 
It was suggested that the interruption of the homeward voyage 
for the visit to Halifax was an unauthorized deviation which 
the owners could not excuse by pleading Admiralty orders, 
since these were the consequences of their own failure to supply 
guns. As a matter of fact, if they were under no contractual 
duty to supply these guns, this quasi-estoppel seems obviously 
inapplicable. But there appears to have been some obligation, 
under Admiralty direction, imposed on all owners of merchant 
vessels not to sail without defensive armament, and, primd 
facie, it is not unreasonable to contend that, by neglecting to 
provide guns in accordance with these jlirections, the owners 
had by their own voluntary act put it out of their power to 
perform their contractual duty, and could not receive any 
freight payable in respect of such time as they were unable 

perform the duty of sailing to Havre. This seems 


plausible. Against it, however, the owners relied on three 


separate pleas in rebuttal. There was a clause in the margin 
of the charter-party which provided as follows :— 

“The ship, in addition to any liberties expressed or implied 
herein, shall have the liberty to comply with any orders or direc- 
tions as to departure, arrival, routes, ports of call, stoppages, or 
otherwise howsoever given by His Majesty’s Government . . . 
and nothing done or not done by reason of such orders or direc- 
tions shall be deemed a deviation.” 


These words certainly seem strong enough to override any 
contention that time spent in a deviation ordered by the Ad- 
miralty is outside the contract. Again, the usual ‘‘ Restraint 
of Princes ’’ clause was in the charter-party, although it is 
rather more doubtful whether of itself that clause would be 
strong enough to justify a deviation under Admiralty orders 
merely to get armament. And, lastly, of course the wide 
protection given to contracting parties under the Courts 
Emergency Powers Act, 1917, was relied on by the owners. 
But neither of these latter defences was really necessary, since 
Mr. Justice Sanxry had not much difficulty in holding that 
the marginal clause fully justified any deviation that had been 
made, 


Inducement to Break Contracts of Service. 

EVER SINCE the classical case of Lumley v. Gye (2 E. & B. 
216), some sixty years ago, decided that an opera-manager 
who induces an opera-singer to break her contract of employ- 
ment by offering her better terms can be sued in trespass on 
the case by the injured employer, actions to recover damages 
for torts of this class have been regarded with favour by our 
courts of common law. The trade-union cases are notorious. 
But an interesting illustration, in a very different category of 
relationship to this principle, is afforded by Davies v. Ward 
(Times, 19th inst.), before Rocne, J. Here a nurse was per- 
manently employed by the proprietor of a nursing home at 
a moderate salary ; her duties were (inter alia) to go out and do 
nursing work in private homes when required. One of the 
customers in whose family she rendered attendance in this way 
was so satisfied with her as to be anxious to retain her for the 
use of her own family exclusively ; and she offered the nurse 
a good salary to leave the home for this purpose. Not un- 
naturally the nurse accepted the offer. Probably in times of 
peace the proprietor would not have stood in the way of her 
employee improving her position in this way, as employers— 
especially in professional life—nearly always behave hand- 
somely in such matters, instead of asserting their full legal 
rights. But in war time it is difficult to replace an employee, 
and stricter observance of contracts must be insisted on. So 
the proprietor took proceedings against the enticer of his em- 
ployee and duly recovered damages, the judge holding that the 
case was clearly one of inducement to break a contract and 
therefore actionable. 


The Letting of Furnished Houses. 

Ir 1s well settled that in the letting of an unfurnished house 
there is, apart from statute, no implied warranty that it is fit 
for habitation. This is a matter about which the intending 
tenant is supposed to inquire. But in working-class houses 
there is a statutory provision to this effect under the Housing 
of the Working Classes Act, 1890, which, in the event of 
breach, gives the tenant the right to abandon the tenancy and 
sue for damages (see Walker v. Hobbs & Co., Q. B. D. 458), 
and without statute a similar obligation is recognized in the 
case of furnished houses, a result which in Smith v. Marrable 
(11 M. & W. 5) Lord Asineer, C.B., put upon the ground 
of common sense :—‘‘ A man who lets a ready-furnished house 
does so under the implied condition or obligation, call it what 
you will, that the house is in a fit state to be inhabited ’’ ; see, 
too, Wilson v. Finch Hatton (2 Ex. D. 336); though, if the 
house is in this condition at the beginning of the tenancy, there 
is no implied agreement that it shall continue so: Sarson vy. 
Roberts (1895, 2 Q. B. 395). But, as Sanxey, J., pointed 
out in the recent case of Vincent Baxendale v. Kimber (Times, 
13th inst.), the remedy of the tenant varies according to the 





| degree of unfitness of the premises. If the defects are sub- 
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a. 
stantial and really make the house unfit for habitation he can 
repudiate the tenancy; but otherwise his remedy is only in 
damages. In Smith v. Marrable, in 1843, the house was in 
such a state that repudiation was permitted ; in the present 
case the condition of a house in the same terrace—at Hove— 
gave only a claim to damages. Perhaps this denotes a general 
improvement in houses in that period. For the exact nature 
of the defects in each case reference must be made to the 
reports, 


Relief of Tenants Under the Courts 
(Emergency Powers) Acts. 


A DivisronaL Courr constituted by Avory, J., and Satter, 
J., has recently construed section 2 of the Courts (Emergency 
Powers) (Amendment) Act, 1916, and the construction put 
upon the provisions of that section by their lordships shews the 
very wide jurisdiction bestowed on county court judges by the 
Legislature. The decision—Hevill v. Bethell (ante, p. 438; 
1918, 1 K. B. 638)—which we shortly noticed at the 
time, may usefully be further considered. The sec- 
tion, it will be remembered, lays down in _ effect 
that any officer or man of His Majesty’s forces who is 
a tenant under a tenancy from year to year, or for any longer 
period, may apply to the county court for leave to determine 
the tenancy, and the court may, in its absolute discretion, after 
considering) all the circumstances of the case, and the position 
of all the parties, by order authorize the applicant to determine 
the tenancy by such notice and upon such conditions as the 
court thinks fit, and thereupon such tenancy may, notwith- 
standing any provision in the tenancy agreement or lease, be 
determined accordingly. 

The actual termination of the tenancy takes place, it seems, 
on the giving of notice by the applicant after obtaining an order 
in the county court. It is the notice which puts an end to the 
term, not the order. The notice must be a notice of termina- 
tion subject to the conditions imposed by the order of the court, 
and for this reason the terms of the order ought to be closely 
followed in the notice. The main point, as is shewn by Tozer 
v. Viola (ante, p. 86; 1918, 1 Ch. 75), for the applicant to see 
to is that he has all the parties interested before the court. He 
must notify all parties interested, and if he fails to do so, the 
relief may in consequence be limited. It may be a matter of 
some difficulty for the applicant to decide what parties are 
necessary. If there have been assignments or sub-leases of the 
premises, a considerable number of persons may, either directly 
or indirectly, be concerned in the termination of his tenancy. 

Here it may be observed, that the relieving operation of this 
section of the Act of 1916 is available for any tenant, provided, 
of course, he is an officer or man of His Majesty’s forces. 
There is no limit in respect of the length of the term. A 
twenty-one years’ lease or a ninety-nine years’ lease may be 
determined as readily as a year to year tenancy agreement. 
The applicant must at the least be a yearly tenant. The section 
refers to ‘‘ the tenancy agreement or lease.’’ This implies, it 
would seem, that the applicant holds either under a written 
tenancy agreement or a lease. Whether or not a tenant holding 
under a valid verbal agreement for, say, two years certain, 
could apply under the section is doubtful. Presumably, 
however, there would be no sufficient reason for excluding 
him, although the actual wording of the section does not appear 
to contemplate such a tenancy. However this may be, there is 
nothing in the section which limits its operation to any par- 
ticular kind of premises. The applicant may be the tenant of 
“‘ any premises.’’ This would include a deer park as readily as 
a small dwelling-house, or office or factory. Apparently, more- 
over, it is not necessary that the applicant should be the 
occupier, or hold at a rack rent. Presumably, if he has sub- 
tenants, those sub-tenants ought to be notified and brought 
before the court, or given an opportunity of attending. 

The court may make an order authorizing the applicant to 
determine the tenancy. It is obvious that a tenancy or term 
may cease to exist, leaving the tenant liable on his covenants. 
One of the questions in the recent case before Avory, J., and 
Satter, J., was whether the county court judge had juris- 











diction to relieve the tenant from his liabilities under the cove- 
nants of the lease in respect of certain arrears of rent, and also 
in respect of past breaches of covenant. The lease had been 
assigned by the lessee. On that assignment the assignee cove- 
nanted to indemnify the lessee against the covenants contained 
in the lease. It was the assignee who applied under the 
section, having brought both the lessor and the original lessee 
before the court. The county court judge ordered that the 
applicant should be at liberty to determine the tenancy on 
giving notice in writing of his intention to determine it, and 
upon the condition that no action should be brought by any 
person or persons against any person or persons in respect of 
the breach of any covenants contained in either the lease or the 
assignment. It will be observed that this affected the relation- 
ship between, not only the lessor and the assignee (the tenant 
and applicant), but also between the lessor and the original 
lessee. The lessor accordinely appealed, contending that not 
only had the county court judge no jurisdiction to put an end 
to the liability of the assignee in respect of arrears of rent, but 
that there was no jurisdiction under the section to put an end 
to the original lessee’s liability under the lease. The Divi- 
sional Court, however, heid that the county court judge had the 
necessary jurisdiction to make the order, and dismissed the 
appeal. 

This decision makes it clear that the jurisdiction conferred 
by the section on the county courts is a very extensive one. 
The terms on which the tenancy may be determined lie in the 
discretion of the judge. There is no limit to, or qualification 
cf, these terms. There is nothing in the section to indicate a 
limit to the parties who may be affected by the order. Pre- 
sumably they are the parties who ‘may be affected by the 
termination of the tenancy. In a long chain of persons 
interested in the premises—assignees and sub-tenants, and also 
mortgagees—there must be some prejudicial effect on every one 
of them where the tenancy is abruptly terminated. It would 
seem that all such persons may have their rights and liabilities 
dealt with, directly or indirectly, by the county court under 
the section. One qualification may, however, be suggested, 
and that is that the section only contemplates the determina- 
tion of one tenancy. If this be right, superior terms must 
remain standing. As to derivative terms created out of the 
applicant’s term, the position is obscure. In theory, at least, 
if one term end, the derivative term also ends, wherefore it 
might be argued either that the section only applies to occupa- 
tion tenancies, or that more than one term may be put an end 
to under the section. In short, it is obvious that, wide as the 
jurisdiction may be, the limits of the jurisdiction still remain 


obscure. 








The Development of German 


Prize Law. 


By Cuartes Henry Husericu, J.U.D., D.C.L., LL.D., of 
“ the United States Supreme Court Bar; and RicHarp 
Kine, Solicitor of the Supreme Court, London. 


IL. 
JuRISDICTION OF Prize Courts. 


The Code of Prize Procedure, art. 2, defines prizes as fol- 


lows :— 

Prizes within the meaning of this Ordinance are enemy or neutral 
merchant vessels—that is, all vessels that are not state property— 
and enemy or neutral goods on board such vessels in so far as they 
are subject to seizure in the exercise of the right of prize. 

Similarly, the Prize Code, arts. 1 and 2, provides: 

1. During a war the commanders of H.M. ships of war have the 
right to stop and search enemy and neutral merchant vessels, and 
to seize—and, in exceptional cases, to destroy—the same, together 
with the enemy and neutral goods found thereon. 

2. The law of prize does not apply to public vessels of a neutral 
state. Public vessels of the enemy are confiscable under the laws 
of war, without further proceedings. (Cf., however, art. 7.) Public 
vessels comprise ships of war as well as ships used in the public 
service of, and subject to the command of, the state. Other ships, 
the property of the state, are placed in the same category. : 

The jurisdiction is more limited than that of an English 


prize court. It does not extend to German vessels, even if 
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engaged in prohibited commerce or in assisting the enemy. 
Jurisdiction, furthermore, does not extend to German cargo 
on board German, neutral, or enemy vessels.! 

The captor must have been exercising a right of prize, not 
a purely military right. Thus, in The Geertruida,? a claim 
was presented by the neutral (Dutch) owners of a fishing vessel 
sunk by a German submarine. It appeared that the fishing 
vessel bore no flag or other indicia of neutral character, and 
the commander of the submarine from certain circumstances 
concluded that it was endeavouring to ram the submarine 
and to fire upon the latter from a deck gun. The fishing 
vessel was fired upon, and sunk. Upon a claim by the owners, 
it was held that the prize courts were without jurisdiction, 
the jurisdiction being confined to cases where enemy or neutral 
vessels or cargoes are seized in the exercise of a right of cap- 
ture. It is essential to the idea of a prize that it be seized. 
Here there was never a seizure or an intent to seize; there 
was the exercise of military force to resist an attack, as pro- 
vided for in Prize Code, art. 55 (a), not to overcome a resist 
ance to capture within art. 15, nor a destruction within arts. 
113, 115. 

A seizure? (Beschlagnahme) or at least an intent to seize the 
vessel or cargo is essential in order to confer jurisdiction on a 
prize court. A seizure must be distinguished from the exer- 
cise of the right of visit and search, which affect the vessel and 
cargo only temporarily, while a seizure is always with a view 
to condemnation as prize.‘ It follows from this that a prize 
court is without jurisdiction to assess damages in cases where 
a war vessel, in order effectively to exercise the right of visit 
and search, orders a neutral vessel into a German port, where 
after inspection the vessel is released.° 


1T'he Nyanga, Hamburg Prize Court, 25th September, 1915. 

2Hamburg Prize Court, 8th December, 1916. 

3The words “ seizure’’ (Beschlagnahme), ‘‘ capture’? (Hufbringung) 
and ‘“‘taking”’ (Nehmung) are identical in the meaning attached to them 
in international law and marine insurance. Diedricksen & Co. v. Trans- 
atlantische Giiterversicherungsgesellschaft, Imperial Supreme Court, 
Civil Cases, 25th October, 1916. 38 Hanseatische Gerichtzeitung 
(Hauptblatt), 28. P 

4T bid. 

5This is brought out clearly in the decision of the Superior Court of 
Prize in The Bertha Elizabeth, 3rd July, 1915 : ‘‘ The subject of prize 
jurisdiction is the determination of the legality of captures made during 
war. (Prize Code, ari. 1.) Prizes are merchant vessels in so far as they 
are subject to seizure (art. 2). Seizure in this sense is synonymous with 
capture (art. 1, par. 2). The object of this action is the condemnation 
of the vessel in question in favour of the captor state (art. 17), and 
therefore, in general, it should take place only when the search of the 
vessel shews such circumstances that the commander may reasonably 
expect a condemnation of the ship (art. 94). From this it follows that 
it is essentially a question of fact whether a ship brought into port 
is to be regarded as seized (captured) in the sense of the Prize Code, 
and in this connection the decisive factor is the intent of the com- 
mander. In the case at bar, the ship was stopped on the afternoon of 
April 11, 1915, in the North Sea while engaged in fishing, and, as 
appears from the report of the commander of the war vessel. was 
brought for search to Cuxhaven. Nowhere is there any mention of a 
capture or seizure. In the ship’s log there is only a note’ to the effect 
that the vessel was stopped‘and was brought_to Cuxhaven for examina- 
tion. After an examination had taken place, the ship was released on 
the morning of April 15 as non-suspect. From all of this, it appears that 
there was no capture with the intent of bringing about the eondemna- 
tion of the ship. The capture of a vessel, it is true, consists essentially 
of certain acts culminating in the commander taking forcible possession 
of the vessel and compelling it to follow his orders. But just as the 
strict adherence to all of the formal instructions contained in the Prize 
Code is not an absolute condition to the validity of a capture, so also 
every temporary taking into possession of a ship by the commander of 
a war vessel and resulting in compelling the vessel to follow his orders 
cannot be regarded as a capture within the meaning of the Prize Code 
As above stated, it is necessary to determine what object the com 
mander had in view in the proceedings. Many cases are con- 
ceivable in which a commander subjects a vessel to his orders—as 
Schramm expresses it in his Prisenrecht, p. 306—brings it into a rela- 
tion of subjection to himself, but where there is no capture. The neces- 
sities of war, more particularly, may require that all vessels within a 
certain marine area should at stated times be generally subjected to a 
minute search as regards their actions, but where, nevertheless there is 
no sufficient ground for a capture in the proper sense of the term. It 
1s true that atcording to art. 91 of the Prize Code, the commander must 
proceed to a “provisional” capture when such measures result in 
substantial damage to the vessel that is subjected to search. But even, 
the disregard of this regulation which may be regarded as beine si , 
in the nature of an instruction w ‘gi Sed atnene baton 

n would not give the prize courts jurisdic- 
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Liuits on Ricut or CAPTURE. 

The Prize Code, art. 3, provides that the right of capture 
may not be exercised within neutral territorial waters, nor 
within. Waters which by treaty are exempted from warlike 
operations or closed to ships of war. The right of capture, 
therefore, clearly extends to the high seas* and to the waters 
under the jurisdiction of any belligerent. There is no ques- 
tion that the right may be exercised within the territorial 
waters (maritime belt, Aiistengewdisser) of the belligerents.” 

The estuary of the Trave between Liibeck and TPraver- 
miinde cannot be regarded as one harbour basin. The course 
of the Trave between the two places (a distance of twenty 
kilometres) cannot be regarded as a harbour within the mean- 
ing of the Sixth Hague Convention, art. 1 (2), and a vessel 
captured within this area is liable to condemnation. The fact 
that the regulation of the navigation of the river is subject to 
the jurisdiction of the two harbour authorities does not alter 
the situation.® 

Within the term ‘‘ territorial waters ’’ are included the bays 
and ports used for the purposes of ocean shipping, and this 
is not affected by the circumstance that the outlet from such 
port is through neutral territory. It has been held accord- 
ingly, that a capture may take place in the port of Antwerp, 
although the mouth of the Scheldt is neutral territory.® 

Great diversity of opinion exists among the authorities as to 
the extent to which the right of capture is exercisable on rivers 
and closed seas within the territory of the belligerents. 
Rettich” takes the extreme view that the right is exercisable in 
all places where it can take place by means of war vessels, 
including all rivers and canals, and even on land within radius 
of the ship’s guns. Liszt, in the later editions of his work on 
International Law," believes that the right of capture may be 
exercised in all waters capable of being navigated by ocean- 
going vessels, and this is also the view of Biensfeldt. 2 
Bockner™ confines the right to the maritime belt, while 
Perels!! and Schramm" assert that the right is exercisable 
in all waters actually serving the purposes of ocean naviga- 
tion. The question does not appear to have been decided by 
the courts. 

Article 3 of the Prize Code provides: 

The right of capture and seizure cannot be exercised : 

a. Within neutral territorial waters, i.e., within a marine area 
of a width of three sea miles, reckoned from low-water mark, 
following the shoreline and the islands and bays thereof. Islands 
situated not more than six sea miles from the coast of a mainland 
belonging to the same state, and bays whose coast line is in the 
exclusive possession of neutral states, and the arms of which are six 

apart, are to be regarded as part of the shore line. 





sea miles or | 
The interpretation of this article came before the Superior 
Court of Prize in‘The Elida: 
The illegality of the seizure is first of all based on the fact 
that it took place within the zone of neutrality claimed by Sweden, 


tion, because such jurisdiction attaches only in the case of a complete 
capture, and it is therefore not necessary in the case at bar to examine 
whether the conditions pretedent of this regulation were complied with. 
In the view of the court in the present case, there is simply a question 
of a belligerent measure, the legality of which is not subject to revision 
by proceedings in a prize court.”’ 

6Including straits connecting parts of the same (Sound) or enclosed 
high seas (Baltic). Schramm, Prisenrecht, 61; Boeckner, Der Kriegs- 
schauplatz, 63, 64. 

7Schramm, Prisenrecht, 64. 

87 he Primula, Superior Court of Prize, 18th June, 1915. 

9T he Comte de Smet de Naeyer, Superior Court of Prize, 17th Novem 
ber, 1916. See also Kohler, Die Schiffe vor Antwerpen, Deutsche 
Juristen Zeitung (1914), 1225. 

10Prisenrecht und Flusschiffahrt, Virchow and Wattenbach’s Samm- 
lung gemeinverstandlicher wissenschaftlicher Vortrage, No. 151, pp. 735 
et seq. 

11Vélkerrecht, 10th ed., § 41. Cf. the views expressed by the same 
author in the 2nd and in the 8th editions of his work. 

2Das Prisenrecht in Flussliufen, 10 Zeitschrift fir Vélkerrecht, 375. 

13Der Kriegsschauplatz, 90 et seq. 

‘Das internationale éffentliche Seerecht der Gegenwart, 159. 

15Prisenrecht, 64. 

16See, however, T'he Comte de Smet de Naeyer (supra), holding that 
captures may be made in the port of Antwerp. ; 








1718th May, 1915. 
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i.e., within four miles of the Swedish coast. Whether this was 
really the case is disputed, whilst it is certain that the seizure took 
lace outside the three-mile limit. In any event, this is of no 
importance, since this objection was properly dismissed by the 
jude. 

‘Tt is true that a considerable number of states have extended 

by national law their territorial jurisdiction beyond the three-mile 
limit, either generally or with regard to certain legal rights. This 
particularly applies to Sweden and Norway, which extended thei 
national waters to a distance of four mies. .A number of other 
states even went much further in this respect. But a special inter- 
national title, valid in relation to the German Empire, and therefore 
to be*taken into account by the prize court, does not exist, for up 
to the present time the Swedish claim has been recognized only 
by the Norwegian Government. According to official information 
from the German Foreign Office, Germany, especially in the course 
of the discussions concerning this matter which took place in 1874, 
did not accept Sweden's point of view, but treated the question of 
national waters as an open one, while England insisted upon the 
three-mile limit. Similarly in 1897, when the Swedish Government 
addressed a communication to the German Legation at Stockholm 
concerning the fishery jarisdiction, the German Government 
restricted itself to raising no objection against Sweden’s claim to 
a four-mile boundary for the fishery, and the question of the 
neutralization of this marine area in case of war was not thereby 
affected. 
‘“* Therefore, under these circumstances, the decision must rest upon 
the basis of the German Prize Code, which in art. 3 (a) forbids the 
application of prize law within a zone of only three nautical miles 
from the low-water mark of neutral coasts. * * * Thus far 
this conception also agrees with the legal opinion of Professor Dr. 
von Liszt, produced by the claimants. 

“Contrary to this opinion, however, the Superior Prize Court 
further is of the opinion that the instruction in questidn of the 
German Prize Code in no way violates the general principles of 
international law. Heretofore, the maritime boundary of states has 
been generally recognized in theory and practice as being three 
nautical miles distant from the coast. Originally, it was based on 
the carrying distance, corresponding to the gunnery technique of 
those times, of ships’ and coast guns. It is true that at present this 
reason is no longer applicable. Here, however, the axiom cessante 
ratione non cessat lex ipsa applies, and although numerous pro- 
posals and opinions have been put forward with regard to a 
different delimitation of the national waters, it cannot beasserted that 
any other method has in practice met with the general concurrence of 
the maritime states. This is also true of the view put forward in the 
above mentioned opinion, according to which each individual state 
is entitled to extend, by means of independent regulations, the 
boundary of its national waters beyond the thros-taile zone as far 
as gun range, the former limit nevertheless to be regarded as a 
subsidiary international boundary. With the range of present-day 
guns this would lead to quite intolerable conditions, and give to 
single states the possibility of including within their national ter- 
ritory extensive tracts of the open sea the freedom of which is to 
the interest of all maritime states. To a certain extent this is also 
acknowledged by Liszt in ‘his opinion, for according thereto the 
regulation of the individual state is not alone sufficient ; the absence 
of objection on the part of other states is also required. Thereby 
in reality the permissibility of an extension of the territorial waters 
is founded not so much upon the independent regulation by the 
single state, as upon the supposition of a tacit acknowledgment of 
such an extension by other states. A mere failure to object, how- 
ever, is not identical with a positive concurrence of the nations. 
Furthermore, it must be remembered that, even if the exercise by 
a maritime nation of certain official functions, such as those of the 
health and customs authorities, is tolerated beyond the three-mile 
zone, this by no means represents a concession to the effect that in 
all other respects the waters in question are included within the 
territorial jurisdiction.’’18 


A capture is not invalidated by the circumstance that the 
captured vessel is navigated through the territorial waters of 
the neutral State to which it belongs. A Swedish vessel was 
captured on the high seas while on a voyage from Gothenburg 
to English ports. On the voyage to the German port under 
the direction of the German captor the vessel passed through 
Swedish territorial waters. The Superior Court of Prize 
held” that this circumstance did not entitle the vessel to be 
released. There is no rule of international law to this effect, 
and art. 10 of the Thirteenth Hague Convention expressly 
provides that such acts are not to be deemed a violation of 
neutrality. The rule is otherwise, if the capture itself was 
effected within neutral territorial water. In the discussions 
at the Hague Conference of art. 23 of the same Convention an 
amendment was offered to the effect that, where a prize is 





'§See, too, The Crimdon, Kiel Prize Court, 6th January, 1915. 
19The Thorsten, Superior Court of Prize, 14th April, 1916. 





brought into a port of the neutral State under whose flag the § 


vessel sailed, the prize must be released. This view was not 
adopted. 
waters cannot operate to invalidate a capture. In general, 
a capture is made by vessels of war: But it may also be made 
by land forces or by the port authorities. Thus, in The 
Primula™ the seizure took place by the port authorities of 
Liibeck upon orders of the Secretary of the Interior. 


(To be continued.) 








Correspondence. 


Conscientious Objectors. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 

Sir,—I notice you rather suggest in your issue of last Saturday 
that it will be deplorable oppression of individuals at home if - 
employers of labour refuse to employ conscientious objectors. 

Parliament has recognized the rights of those who have a con- 
scientious objection to military service, butt why should it be 
considered that those who have a conscientious objection to employ- 
ing sich men should in any way be penalized in the exercise of their 
consciences ? 

Surely it is indefensible to call such action™ victimization,” as 
the Railwaymen’s Conference seem to do. 

Epwarp BraMiry. 
6, Paradise-square, Sheffield, 
June 25. 

[The “consciences” in the two cases are so dissimilar that we 
question Mr. Bramley’s analogy, though we are glad to receive his 
letter; and as far as the railway companies are concerned, of 


course they have no conscience.—Ep. S.J.] 
CASES OF THE, WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MILES v. FOREST ROCK GRANITE CO. (LEICESTERSHIRE) 
o1. 17th and 18th June. 


NEGLIGENCE—N UISANCE—QUARRY ADJOINING PusBLic RoaD—BLastTiInc— 
PusLic WARNING TO TRAFFIC oN ROAD—ACCIDENT TO PEDESTRIAN— 
‘CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE—DutTy OF QUARRY-OWNERS TO KEEP 
RESULTS OF EXPLOSION ON THEIR Own Lanp. 

The duty of any person or company owning and working a quarry, 
and from time to time blasting the rock by means of explosives, is to 
keep, at their peril, all the rock or stones so blasted within the quarry 
boundaries, and not to let them escape, so as to cause injury to persons 
on adjoining land, or on a road. The plaintiff, passing on a public road, 4 
having been so injured by blasting from a quarry, sued the company 
working the quarry, and recovered damages for injury as caused by 
negligence. There was evidence of negligence, and also of contributory 
negligence by the plaintiff in neglecting a warning. ; 

Held, that the action was maintainable, independently of proof of 
negligence. 

Lhe doctrine of Cox v. Burbidge (13 C. B. N: 8. 430) and Fletcher v. 
Rylands (Z. R. 1 Exch. 278) applied. 

Appeal by the defendants, asking for judgment or a new trial, from a 
verdict and judgment for the plaintiff for £850 damages at a trial before 
Horridge, J., and a special jury at Leicester Assizes. The plaintiff sued 
for damages for the wtonghih and negligent working by the defendants 
of their quarry whereby he was seriously injured. He resided at Whit- 
wick, on the borders of Charnwood Forest, in which district there are 
many granite quarries, and at the date of the accident was employed as 
an engineman in a quarry near the defendants’. The defendants’ quarry 
was situate about a quarter of a mile from the road from Whitwick to 
Leicester, and they carried out blasting operations there twice daily, at 
8.30 a.m. and 12.30 p.m, In order to avoid acciaents, passers-by on the 
road were warned not to pass along the stretch of road nearest the 
quarry by red flags hoisted on two flagstaffs, and the sending out of two 
men carrying red flags, one in each direction, shortly before the time of 
blasting. In addition, it was usual to sound a buzzer before blasting, 
but on this day, being the Saturday before Easter, the boilers were 
being cleaned, and no buzzer was sounded. The plaintiff alleged that 
he received no warning of danger, and while walking from his work to 
breakfast was struck on the head by a piece of stone dislodged by 4 
blast made between 400 and 500 yards distant, which fractured his skull, 
causing him to become partially paralysed and totally incapacitated for 
work. The defendants pleaded contributory negligénce, and proved 
that they hoisted the ved fede on the flagstaffs and sent out the flag- 
men. The plaintiff met one of them, but took no notice. There was 
evidence that since the quarry was opened in 1895 no accident had ever 
happened to any = outside its area, and that residents of the 
locality took very little notice of the warnings given to them, so that 
the flagmen on the road only gave verbal warning to strangers, the 











2Superior Court of Prize, 18th June, 1915. 
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practice of so warning residents having been so much resented locally 
that it had been discontinued. The jury found a verdict for the 
plaintiff for £850 damages, and judgment was given accordingly. The 
defendants appealed. 


Tue Court. dismissed the appeal. 


SwinFen Eapy, M.R., having stated the facts, said that in his opinion 
there had been no misdirection, and that the damages, though liberal, 
were not excessive. It was contended that the verdict was against the 
weight of evidence. In his lordship’s opinion the learned Judge had 
put the case very fairly before the jury. The manner in which the 
case was tried was that it was put to the jury as a case of negligence, 
and the learned Judge told the jury that unless the plaintiff proved taat 
the defendants had been guilty of negligence he was out of court. That 
mode of putting the case was far too favourable to the defendants. 
This was a case in which the defendants had brought on their premises 
a quantity of explosives for their business and fired considerable charges. 
The charge used in this particular case did not appear to have been 
excessive, but it must have been considerable in view of its effect, 
which was to propel stones or a stone a distance of about a quarter of a 
mile. The duty of the defendants on bringing this foreign and dangerous 
material on the ground and exploding it there was to keep all the result 
ot the explosion on their own lands, and it escaped from their own lands 
at their peril. The doctrine of Pletcher v. Rylands (L. R. 1 Exch. 278) 
applied to the present case. There it was said by Blackburn, J., deliver- 
ing the judgment of the Exchequer Chamber :—‘‘ The question arises 
whether the duty which the law casts upon him, under such circum- 
stances, is an absolute duty to keep it in at his peril, or is, as the 
majority of the Court of Exchequer have thought, merely a duty to take 
a!l reasonable and prudent precautions in cole to keep it in, but no 
more. If the first be the law, the person who has brought on his land 
and kept there something dangerous, and failed to keep it in, is re- 
sponsible for all the natural consequences of its escape. . . . We think 
the true rule of law is that the person who for his own purposes brings 
on his land and collects and keeps there anything likely to do mischief 
if it escapes must keep it in at his peril, and if he does not do so is 
primé facie answerable for all the damage which is the natural con- 
sequence of its escape.’’ The case was like that of the escape of a 
dangerous and mischievous animal. In Cox v. Burbidge (13 C. B. N. 8. 
430), Williams, J., said :—‘‘ If I am the owner of an animal in which by 
law the right of property can exist, I am bound to take care that it does 
not stray into the land of my neighbour ; for I am liable for any trespass 
it may commit, and for the ordinary consequences of that trespass. 
Whether or not the escape of the animal is due to my negligence is 
altogether immaterial.”’ Fletcher v. Rylands (supra) was affirmed by 
the House of Lords (L. R. 3 H. L, 330), and it was pointed out in that 
case that there was there no default or negligence on the part of the 
defendants whatever. So that if the case had been put at the trial, as it 
might have been put, independently* of any question of negligence the 
plaintiff must have succeeded. The case was not so put, but was based 
on the negligence of the defendants, while the defendants denied their 
negligence, and also set up the defence of contributory negligence. His 
lordship came to the conclusion that the case had been fairly put to the 
jury, and that it was impossibble to say that there was no evidence of 
negligence, or that the verdict was against the weight of the evidence, or 
that the jury could not as reasonable men arrive at the conclusion at 
which they did. The appeal therefore failed and must be dismissed. 

Scrutron and Duxe, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect, the 
former observing that the sooner quarry-owners understood that 
they had no right whatever to explode rocks and hurl them on to the 
public roads the better, and the latter that the defendants could not 
impose a servitude upon the neighbourhood about them.—Counsrt, C. B. 
Marriott and B. B. Stenham; C. A. McCurdy and FE. A. Harney. 
Soricrrors, Keene, Marsland, Bryden, and Besant ; Field, Roscoe, & Co., 
for Wilfred Moss, Loughborough. 

{Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


COLW LADY DE TRAFFORD. /No. 2 13th & 14t). May; 17th June. 
MgSter anv Servant—Neciicence—Derective Door—Loose GLass— 

ABILITY OF OwNER TO SERVANT—No Evmence OF PERSONAL 
/ NEGLIGENCE. 

The plaintiff ‘was opening the doors of the garage belonging to the 
defendant, a married woman, when c large piece of glass, partly secured 
by a nail only, fell_out of the sash and injured him. The evidence was 
that, although he had been working for the defendant as her chauffeur 
for abouta fortnight, he was unaware that the glass was not secured 
by a bead in the ordinary way. In an action for damages the county 
court judge set the verdict of the jury for the plaintiff aside, holding 
there was no evidence of negligence on the part of the defendant. 

Held, that as the only evidence of the negligence alleged did not 
establish that the defeAdant was aware, or ought to have been aware, 
of the defective condition of the premises, the plaintiff was not entitled 
to recover. 

Pritchard v. Peto (1917, 2 KX. B. 173) followed. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from an order of a Divisional Court (A. T. 
Lawrence and Shearman, JJ.) giving leave to appeal from their decision 
dismissing his appeal from a judgment of the learned judge at the 
Bloomsbury County Court. The plaintiff brought his action under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, or alternatively at common law, for 
damages for personal injuries sustained by the plaintiff on 2l1st 
May, 1916, at the defendant’s premises while employed thereon, owing to 








the defendant having negligently allowed a heavy piece of glass at 
the top of the garage doors to remain improperly and insecurely fixed, 
with the result that it came away and fell upon and injured the plain- 
tiff. The plaintiff sued both Lady de Trafford and her husband. The 
plaintiff had been working for Lady de Trafford as her chauffeur about 
a fortnight, and said that he did not know that the glass, which 
was let into the space cut in the top of the door for the purpose of 
giving light to the garage, was unsafe. In support of the allegation 
of negligence, a surveyor stated that the glass was unusually thick, 
and, consequently, it did not allow space for securely fixing the beading 
which had kept it in its place. The beading had in fact come out at 
some time or other, and a nail had been driven in for the purpose of 
holding the glass in its place. There was no evidence as to whether 
the defendant was owner or tenant of the garage, or how long she had 
been in occupation, or when the nail had been driven in or the garage 
last painted and repaired. There was also no evidence that the defen- 
dant had any knowledge of the state of the door or of the garage 
generally. In an action in the county court against both Lady de 
Trafford and her husband the jury gave a verdict for £100, but the 
learned judge held that, as the plaintiff had been engaged by Lady 
de Trafford, Sir Humphrey de Trafford was not liable for his wife’s 
tort, arising from contract, and entered judgment for him, directing 
a new trial of the claim against the wife, on the ground that the 
damages were excessive. A Divisional Court affirmed the county court 
judge (see 61 Soticrrors’ Journat, 354; 1917, ‘1 K. B. 911). The action 
was then tried a second time, Lady de Trafford being the only defendant. 
The jury awarded the plaintiff £70, but the learned judge again set 
the verdict aside, holding that there was no evidence of any negligence 
against the defendant, for whom he entered judgment. ‘The defendant 
appealed to the Divisional Court, but the Court were divided in opinion, 
and, therefore, the judgment appealed from stood, and leave to appeal 
being given. The plaintiff appealed to the Court of Appeal, and at 
the close of the case judgment was reserved. 

Pickrorp, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the case had an un- 
fortunate history. The plaintiff was injured while in the service of the 
defendant, and he thought, on the facts, that he would undoubtedly 
have had a good claim for compensation under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1906. He was advised, however, to bring this action at 
common law, and to succeed he had to prove negligence on the part 
of the defendant. At the second trial in the county court the judge 
wisely determined to take the opinion of the jury and reserve the point 
as to whether there was any evidence proper to be left to them. The 
defendant’s counsel decided to rest his case as to liability on his legal 
submission, and called no evidence except that of one doctor as to the 
nature of the plaintiff's injury. The judge having decided that there 
was no evidence of negligence, entered judgment for the defendant, 
and this appeal was brought from the judgment of the Divisional 
Court, where the judges differed in opinion, Lawrence, J., agreeing with 
the county court judge, while Shearman, J., took the opposite view, 
and thought there was evidence to go to the jury of negligence. His 
lordship referred to the facts as set out above, and said that the ques- 
tion of negligence must primarily depend on the obligation of a master 
towards his servant, and no difference could arise from the fact that 
the employer in this case was a lady. A servant had been held to 
accept many risks of his employment, but he did not accept them all, 
so as to leave the master without any obligation towards him. A 
master’s obligation was not by his own personal negligence to expose 
the servant to danger, and what was personal negligence of the master 
must depend upon the facts of the particular case. If, as he thought, 
the only possible suggestion-ef negligence here was that the defendant 
failed to secure a sufficient examination or inspection of the premises, 
that obligation would vary according to the subject-matter to be in- 
spected. The measure of inspection required in the case of machinery 
likely to get out of order by use differed from that required in the 
case of premises where the necessary amount of inspection varied 
according to whether they were of solid or flimsy construction, and 
whether they were old and dilapidated or in good sound condition. It 
was argued that this was a case in which the maxim res ipsa loquitur 
applied. He took that maxim to mean that an accident might, by its 
very nature, be more consistent with being caused by negligence for 
which the defendant was responsible than by other causes, and that 
in such a case the mere fact of the accident was primd facie evidence 
of such negligence. That principle might be applicable to a case of 
master and servant, but clearly it was more difficult of application, 
because in such a case the nature of the accident. must be more con- 
sistent with the master’s personal negligence than with any other 
cause, including, amongst such other causes, the negligence of a fellow 
servant. [On this point his lordship referred to Byrne v. Boadle (2 
H. & C. 722) and Kearney v. Brighton and South Coast Railway (L. R. 
6 Q. B. 759.)] Here the nature of the accident itself was not only 
more inconsistent than consistent with the defendant’s personal negli- 
gence, but the Court was not left to draw a conclusion from the acci- 
dent alone, but had evidence up to a certain point how it happened. 
It happened from a condition of things that had existed for some 
months unknown to the defendant, and not discoverable by ordinary. 
observation, as was shewn by the plaintiff's own evidence and conduct. 
Though evidence was given that someone should periodically have in- 
spected the garage, no evidence was given as to the usual or proper 
periods at which such premises should be examined by the surveyor, who 
alone gave evidence in support of the plaintiff’s assertion. He thought 
that the judgment of Bailhache, J., in Pritchard v. Peto (1917, 2 K. B. 
173) was particularly applicable to the present case. There was here 
no evidence given more consistent with the existence of personal 
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negligence by the defendant than with its absence, and his lordship 
therefore agreed with the decision of the county court judge and of 
A. T. Lawrence, J., in the Divisional Court. The appeal failed. 

Bankes, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. 

Scruton, L.J., in concurring, said the plaintiff sued his master for 
damage caused by a defect in the premises. He must shew that the 
master did not take reasonable care to remedy the defect, either be- 
cause he knew of it, and did nothing, or because he ought to have 
known of it, and so was negligently ignorant. It was not suggested 
that Lady de Trafford knew of the defect. Was there, then, any 
evidence that she ought to have known of it, and for this purpose 
should have delegated the duty of inspection to a person selected with 
reasonable care to discover and remedy the defect. He thought in this 
respect that the liability of the master.awas narrower than the liability 
of invitor to invitee, as stated in Jndermaur v. Dames (1866, L. R. 1C. P. 
274 ; 1867, L. R. 2 C. P. 311), the effect of which decision the Divisional 
Court adopted as the measure of liability in this case. A master, 
against whom it was alleged not that he knew, but that he ought to 
have known, was entitled to succeed, unless it was shewn that he 
had not made, or caused to be made, an inspection, when by the prac- 
tice of reasonably careful householders he ought, by himself or his 
servant, to have inspected, and, even then, if he took reasonable care 
to appoint a person to inspect, who, nevertheless, by negligence did 
not discover the defect or report it, he would not be liable. The 

- plaintiff could claim compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, and his lordship regretted that he had been advised to 
bring other proceedings, which were more likely to benefit his legal 
advisers than himself. It was to be regretted that the decision in 
Pricatley v. Fowler (8 M..& W. 1) was ever given, but it was not, in 
his lordship’s view, possible for the Court of Appeal now to disturb it. 
—CovnskgL, for the appellant, C. 7. Wiliams; for the respondent, J. B. 
Matthews, K.C., and Du Parcg. Soticrrors, for the appellant, Berry, 
Tompkins, & Co.; Eardley Holt & Co. 

[Reported by Enrsxine REID, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DOHERTY-WATERHOUSE. MUSGRAVE »v. DE CLAIR. 
Sargant, J. 3lst May. 
Witt—Speciric Bequest—Stock—Part In THE NAME OF THE TESTATRIX 
Part OveR WHICH SHE HAD A GENERAL Power or APPOINTMENT— 

Wits Act, 1837 (1 Vicr. c. 26), s. 27. 

Where a testatriz bequeathed “all my shares in the Halifax New 
Market Consolidated Stock’’ to a legatee, and devised and bequeathed 
all her real estate and all the residue of her personal estate, including 
any property over which she might have a power of appointment, to her 
trustees upon certain trusts therein declared, and at the date of her 
will, and of her death, she owned some of this stock, and had a general 
power of appointment over a further sum of the same stock. 

Held, that the bequest of the stock was “a bequest of personal 
property described in a general manner,’ within the meaning of section 
27 of the Wills Act, 1837, and operated as an execution of the general 
testamentary power, and, accordingly, the further sum over which 
she had a general power of appointment passed to the legatee, and not 
under the gift of residue. 

This was an originating summons raising the question of how a certain 
sum of Halifax New Market Consolidated Sto¢k, over which a testa- 
trix had a general testamentary power of appointment, passed under 
the provisions of her will. By her will dated 1913, the testatrix, who 
died in 1916, bequeathed ‘‘all my shares in the Halifax New Market 
Consolidated Stock ’’ to a certain legatee, and devised and bequeathed 
*‘all my real estate, and all the residue of my personal estate, including 
ahy property over which I may have at the time of my death an abso- 
lute power of appointment, to my trustees ’’ upon the trusts therein set 
out. Both at the time of the date of her will and at the time of the 
date of her death, the testatrix owned a sum of £111 odd of the stock 
in question, and this was standing in her own name; and she had also 
a general testamentary power of appointment over a further sum of 
£550 of the same stock standing in the names of trustees. The question 
to be answered was, how was this sum of £550 to go? 

Saroant, J., after stating the facts, said: ‘‘The bequest of the 
stock’’ is a ‘‘ bequest of personal property described in a general 
manner ’’ within the meaning of section ot the Wills Act, 1837, and 
operates as an execution of the general testamentary power, no “‘ con- 
trary intention ’’ appearing by the will within the meaning of the same 
section. The £550 stock, therefore, is included in the specific bequest 
to the legatee.—Counssi, C. Stafford Crossman; Bryan Farrer; D. D. 
Robertson. Soticrrors, Thorold, Brodie, 4 Bonham-Carter ; Martin- 
eau & Reid. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


ROVER v. SOUTH AFRICAN BREWERIES (LIM). 
Astbury, J. 6th June. 

Revenve—Baritisn Income Tax—Cotontat INcome Tax—Depvucrtion 
From Divipenps—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), ss. 40 
anp 54—Frnance Act, 1916 (6 & 7 Geo. 5, c. 24), ss. 24 anp 43. 

A shareholder is only bound to allow to a company making a deduction 
for income tax a deduction actuall _ by the said company. 
Johnson v. Chestergate Hat Co, (1915, 3 h. 338) followed. 
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Where a Colonial company paid the Colonial income tax and paid the 
British tax at 5s., and became entitled to a deduction at 1s. 6d. on 
payment of the British taz, 


Held, that the effect of that relief was that the company never paid, or 
became liable to pay, more than 3s. 6d. British tax, and that was all 
that they were really entitled to deduct from the shareholder. 


Held, accordingly, that a preference shareholder, from whom the 
company had deducted at the rate of 58, income tax, was entitled to 
recover at the rate of 1s, 6d. from them, for if this were not so, and he 
were a person not liable to British tax at all, he might be permanently 
mulcted of tax at 1s. 6d. for which he was not liable. The company had 
— 58. from the preference shares, and 3s. 6d. from the adinaiy 
snares. ° 


Held, that they were not entitled to recoup against the preference 
shareholders in favour of the ordinary shareholders for the portion of 
the British tax which they had not paid. 


This was a special case. The defendant company was registered in 
England, but had its chief business in South Africa, where the income 
tax is 2s. in the pound. The capital was £1,000,00U preference, and the 
same ordinary shares. The preference shareholders were entitled to a 
5 per cent. cumulative dividend. In 1916-1917 the company, which had 
paid the 2s. South African income tax, was assessed to the United 
Kingdom income tax at 5s. in the pound on its assessable profits. 
They applied for relief under the Finance Act, 1916, s. 43, and were 
excused 1s. 6d. in the pound on the assessable profits. In 1917 in their 
report the directors recommended dividends of 24 per cent. on the 
preference shares and 5 per cent. on the ordinary shares, and in paying 
these dividends the company deducted income tax 5s. on the preference 
shares and 3s. 6d. on the ordinary shares. The income tax voucher for 
preference dividend certified (1) that United Kingdom income tax at 5s. 
would be paid to the proper authorities, and that a repayment of that 
tax at the rate of 1s. 6d. had been allowed to the company in respect of 
the South African tax; (2) that the shareholders were not entitled to 
make a separate claim in that respect; and (3) that claims for relief 
would only be allowed on the excess of the 3s. 6d. over the rate charge- 
able on the shareholders. The-voucher for the ordinary dividend was 
to a similar effect, stating the deduction at 3s. 6d. The plaintiff, as a 
preference shareholder, contended that the company was only entitled to 
deduct the 3s. 6d. it had actually paid. The company relied on the 
Income Tax Act, 1842, ss. 40 and 54, and the Finance Act, 1916, ss. 24 
and 43, and referred to the case of Spiller v. Turner (1897, 1 Ch. $71) 


and other cases. 


Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said: The deduction under 
section 54 is limited to British income tax “ charged,’’ which means 
‘paid or payable.’’ The shareholder is only bound to allow a deduc- 
tion of the amount actually paid : Attorney-General v. Ashton Gas Co. 
(1914, 2 Ch. 621) and Johnson v. Chestergate Hat Co. (supra). In 
the present case the company has paid the Colonial tax, and become 
entitled to the 1s. 6d. relief on paying the British tax. But the effect 
of that relief is that the company never paid, or became liable to pay, 
more than the 3s. 6d. British tax, and that is all it is entitled to deduct 
under section 54. It is therefore liable to pay or account to the plaintiff 
for the 1s. 6d. extra deduction. Whether the plaintiff would be liable 
to account for it to the Crown is a question not before the Court, and is 
irrelevant to the question whether he had received the dividend to 
which he was entitled as between himself and the company. Although 
the company paid the British tax as a seperate entity, it really paid it 
on behalf pf the corporators : see Attorney-General vy. Ashton Gas Co. 
(1906, A. ©. 10) and Brooke v. Inlund Revenue Commissioners : 
(1917, 1 K. B. 61; 1918, 1 K. B. 257); and if the company’s contentions 
were to prevail, it would be exercising a right of recoupment against 
the preference shareholders in favour of the ordinary shareholders for 
the part of the tax it had not paid. Again, having regard to the 
income tax voucher, a preference shareholder with a small income not 
liable to taxation would be permanently mulcted of the 1s. 6d. The 
plaintiff therefore succeeds, and the company must account to him for 
the ls. 6d. deducted.—Counset, The Hon. Frank Russell, Bremner and 
J. F. Carr; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., Finlay, K.C., and Tyrrell T. Paine. 
Souicrrors, Bircham & Co.; Paines, Blyth, & Huxtable. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
King’s Bench Division. 


OLLETT +». JORDAN. Div. Court. 12th April. 
Pustic Heatta—Conrracr For Sate or Herrines—DisPatcu 10 


Purcuaser By Ram—UnsounpNess ON ARRIVAL—REJECTION BY 

Purcuaser—‘‘ Exposure ror Sate’’—Pusric Heartn Act, 1875 

(38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 116, 117—Poustic Heatrn Acr (AMENDMENT) 

Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 59), s. 28. 

Under an agreement for the sale of herrings a consignment was sent by 
the vendor from Hull to the purchaser at Eastbourne,and they were there 
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tid the rejected by the purchaser on the ground of their unfitness for food. In) Droiar. Divorce and Admiralty / 4 
> on re prosecution against the vendor under section 117 of the Public Health rovbalc > rs 3 
: B Act, 186, Division: (4*)629¢" /°" 
me, eld, that there is “‘an exposure for sale’’ within the meaning of 
pas alt ae section when goods are ri to Fo purchaser under such an agree- THOMAS v. THOMAS AND HEGNAUR. McCardie, J. 6th May. 
ment to sell, and the purchaser may exercise a right of acceptance or | Dyyorck—ORDER FOR DISCOVERY BY REGISTRAR—ADULTERY THE SOLE 
m the rejection under the contract if anything remains to be settled before IssuE—ORDER DISCHARGED ON APPEAL, 
ef aoe spaperey: porere: 6 She penchaver. Where, in a swt for dissolution of marriage, the only issue is that 
ond On 8th June, 1917, an information was preferred under section 117 of | of adultery, the Court will not make an order for discovery. 
had the Public Health Act, 1875, as extended by section 28 of the Public This was the husband’s’ suit for dissolution of marriage on the 
inar Health Act (Amendment) Act, 1890, by the appellant, Ollett, an | pound of the alleged adultery of his wife. On the application of the 
wy Inspector of Nuisances for the Borough of Eastbourne, against the petitioner, the registfar, on 19th March, 1918, made an order ‘“‘ that 
respondent, Jordan. The information stated that on 9th May, I¥17, | the respondent and co-respondent do, within fourteen days after ser- 
rence the appellant inspected and examined 225 fish which had been sold to | yice of this order, make and file a full and sufficient affidavit ae 
on of Mrs. Burke, Commandant of the Urmiston Hospital, Eastbourne, or | whether they have or have had in their possession or power any, am 
exposed for sale, or deposited in a place for the purpose of sale; tnat | (if any) what, documents relating to the matters in question in this 
ed in ' the fish appearing to him to unwholesome for that purpose he seized | cause other than the charge of adultery against them, and accounting 
come © it; and on the same day it Was condemned by a justite and destroyed, | for the same. And that they do, within tour days after the filing of 
i the and that the respondent was the person to whom the fish belonged at | such affidavit, produce to the said petitioner, his solicitor, or agent, 
to a ™ the time when they were exposed for the purpose of sale, or in whose | such of the said documents as by such affidavit shall appear to be in 
. had 5 possession the same were found.- The justices dismissed the informa- | their possession, custody, or power, except such of the same (if, — 
nited j tion, but stated a special case at the request of the appellant, and the | as they may, by their said affidavits, a to produce. rh. n 
ofits. facts as therein found were: (1) That the respondent, Jordan, was a | 9th April, 1918, the solicitors to the respondent and co-respon ent are 
weet wholesale fish merchant at Billingsgate and Hull. (2) On 26th April, | to the solicitor to the petitioner as follows : ‘‘ W ith reference to be 
their 1917, he sent a letter to the Town Clerk of Eastbourne informing him | order for discovery and inspection of documents which you have eet ec 
the 7 that he had Norwegian herrings for sale which he was undertaking to | upon us, we are advised by counsel that as the only issue raised we ese 
ying z distribute on behal of the Government The Town Clerk sent a copy proc eedings is the alleged adultery of the respondent and co-respon sor 
ence bi of this letter to Mrs. Burke, amongst others, and she wrote to the | there is, therefore, no affidavit to make under the order.” On i ‘ 
- for = respondent, stating that she would avail herself of his offer to supply | April, 1918, on the petitioner’s application, the registrar made a -—_ a 
t 5s. i the hospital at a rate of 4s. 6d. per stone, carriage paid, and asked to | order ‘‘ that the respondent and co-respondent do, —. a « ays, 
that es be supplied in small quantities of about 200 at a time, and if he could | comply with the order made on 19th March, 1918, requiring them to 
t of ™ not do that, to inform her the smallest number over 200 that she could | make and file an affidavit of documents. In default of such compliance 
d to * have. (3) The respondent sent to Mrs. Burke by rail, carriage paid, | the answers filed herein by respondent and co-respondent be — out. 
lief two boxes containing in all 225 herrings. They were sent from Hull on | The respondent and co-respondent appealed to the Judge in Cham a tt 
rge- 7th May, 1917, by the train which left at 6 p.m. and arrived at East- McCarvik, J., discharged the order of 30th April, 1918, oa me 
was ) bourne Railway Station at 11.6 a.m. the next day. They were then put | order for discovery against the respondent and poh tag ok i ho 
as 8 outside the parcels office, because ‘‘ they smelt so,” and were delivered | leave to appeal. No order as to costs.—COUNSEL, pte 2A sain 
d to at the hospital about 1 o’clock p.m. on 8th May. Next morning the | petitioner; Bayford, for respondent and _co-respondent. mia rer ge 
the | appellant was sent for by Mrs. Burke, and the fish were then seized by | 2. W. Lssell, for petitioner; Dizon & Dixon, for respondent and co- 
, 24 him. The justices dismissed the information on their findings (a) that | respondent. 
571) the herrings were not unfit for human food when they were handed in {Reported by 0. G. Tatsor-Ponsonsr, Barrister-at-Law.] 
at the station at Hull; (b) that they were unfit for human food when 
delivered-at the hospital ; (c) that the herrings were deposited for sale at 
der the hospital. 
ans ‘ 
huc- DaR.inG, J., said : The question for us is whether the herrings were New Orders, &e. 
Co. . exposed for sale at Eastbourne. There was a contract for sale of the ° 
In Neen to ee ary ae vt a apg before the herrings reached War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 
me stbourne. e Sale of Goods Act, , 8. 1, sub-section (3), provides that . » aieiienl ring :— 
ect ' “where there is a contract for the sale of goods by deocrigtion, there is The London Gazette of 21st June contains the omens ; , 
ay, : an implied condition that the goods shall correspond with the descrip- 1. A Board of Trade Notice, dated 20th June, that licences under the 
uct tion.”” I think this was a sale conditional on the goods being such as | Non-Ferrous Metal Industry Act. 1918, have been granted to certain 
tiff ¥ she had ordered ; and sub-section (4) of this section applies, which pro- | specified companies, firms, and individuals. P 18 
ble a vides that an agreement to sell becomes a sale when the time elapses, or 2. An Admiralty Notice to Mariners (No. 736 of the year 1918), 
is 3 the conditions are fulfilled, subject to which the property in the goods is | republishing No. 688 of 1918, relating to English Channel, North Sea 
to » tobetransferred. There was a conditional sale when the goods were on | Southern Portion, with Rivers Thames and Medway and Approaches :— 
gh 4 the railway, but I do not think that the property passed as the condi- | Pilotage and Traffic Regulation. 
it K tions were not fulfilled. The conditions implied were that the herrings The London Gazette of 25th June contains the following :— 
Jo. z should reach the hospital in a state fit for human food, and continue so aoe , ° anniv: to the Isle of 
ors until the purchaser could deal with them in the usual course of business : 3. An Order in Council, dated 25th June, mck dace, Mp ts itl 
ce | V Beer v. Walker (1877, 25 W. R. 880, 46 L. J. C.’P. 677). This was a y ora oat > the Military Service (Conventions with 
5 a sal j i i iti , Allied States) Act, : Cex! 
woe ? rea nk amaped aga eeranyar dng ra pee Sasser pe bord yptind - 4. A Proclamation, dated 25th June, of 1st July as a Bank Holiday. 
or ; , , oo 88, 5. A Notice that an Order has been made by the Board of Trade, 
he 2 they arrived at Eastbourne, and that they should continue so for a : : 5 d t Act. 1916 uiring 
ot g reasonable time after the boxes were opened to enable them to be dealt | uder the Trading with a — ge: , -¥ bag req g 
he ee with in the ordinary way. There was not a completed contract for sale | #M0ther business to be Mari up, on od ee . 
or | until Mrs. Burke had an opportunity for inspecting the herrings, and | Admiralty Notices to Mariners as follows :— | Sormat’ Motteat) 
id 3 seeing that they were not fit for human food. hat being so, the (1) No. 737 of the year 1918 tangy Peg wyrer Shetland 
e. counoort for sale was not complete when Mrs. Burke was examining the —— to Scotland North-East Coast, wi — ‘ 
errings, and they were then being exposed for sale; and the statute ~ Mec F " J Shes 
says the offence is complete by the exposure for sale. It is quite true (2) =a 786 = iw age yee be Seene. Reet oe 
: there was no exposure for sale apart from tlie contract of sale; but Coast—Moray Firth :—Fort o PP 
exposure for sale, in my opinion, means not only to offer to all and Regulations. 
a sundry, as a fishmonger does in his shop, which is equivalent to saying 
a that he offers his fish for sale to anybody who will give him his price. P ] tions 
; That is a mode of exposure for sale which includes the whole of the rociamations. 
| Be Sonarect : the oxantination ‘by the purchaser, the offer of the price, and | 4 PROCLAMATION PROHIBITING THE EXPORTATION 
° cceptance. But there ma: > an exposure for sale which does no on r , AN : 
1 comprise all these points, eA was the case here. Some of these points FROM THE UNITED KINGDOM TO SWITZERLAND OF 
’ were dealt with at Hull, others at Eastbourne, and while anything CERTAIN ARTICLES. 
remained unsettled, and the contract was not completed, there was an [Recitals of the Exportation of Arms Act, 1900, s. 1, the Customs 
’ exposure for sale. In my opinion exposing for sale implies the converse (Exportation Restriction) Act, 1914, and the Proclamation, dated tenth 
of sale by the passing of the property from the vendor to the pur- | \jay, 1917, whereby certain articles were prohibited to be exported from 
> chaser. The justices ought therefore to have convicted. the United Kingdom to, among other destinations, all destinations in 
4 PE ise J., A —, 53 eae a Fis, on a erg pac Switzerland.] , 
5 Montgomery, K.C., and J. Horton Smith, for the a ant ; Moresby, of this Proclamation, the articles 
for the respondent. Soticrrons, Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., tor H. W. specified in the Schedule hereto shall be prohibited to be exported to any 
Fovargue, Town Clerk, Eastbourne, = the appellant; Hart, Reaae, Ditieadion in Switserland. E 
] Sere Xam & Payne, Biel, for the respandent, 2. Our Proclamation made the thirteenth day of March, 1917, as 
rg (Reported by G. H. Kworr, Barrister-at-Law.] amended by the Orders of Council, dated the 10th August and 27th 
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November, 1917, relating to the exportation of certain articles to 
Switzerland during the present war, is hereby revoked. 
25th June. 
SCHEDULE. 

Such of the articles in the following list as are not under Our said 
Proclamation or any other like Proclamation hereafter to be issued for 
the time being prohibited to be exported to any destination in Switzer- 
land, and any articles composed wholly or partially of those articles. 

[The list fills nearly eight pages of the Gazette.] 


[Gazette, 25th June. 


THE COCAINE AND OPIUM (PROHIBITION OF IMPORT) 
No. 3 PROCLAMATION, 1918. 

[Recital of the Customs Consolidation Act, 1874, s. 43.] 

As from and after this date, vats He 
cocaine and all opium shall be imported into 
United Kingdom : 

Provided always, and it is hereby declared, that nothing in this 
Proclamation shall apply to cocaine or opium imported under the 
licence of one of Our Principal Secretaries of State and in accordance 
with the 


provided, all 
the 


subject as 
prohibited to be 


su¢ h lu ence, 

The odor 7 includes ecgonine, 
preparation, admixture, extract or otherwise, 
(one part in a thousand) or more of cocaine or ecgonine, or 
or derivative thereof 

The word ‘‘ opium ’ 
or opium prepared for smoking, 
mixture containing opium 

The Cocaine and Opium (Prohibition of Import) No. 2 Proclamation, 
1916, is hereby revoked 

This Proclamation may be cited as The Cocaine and Opium (Prohibi- 
tion of Import) No. 3 Proclamation, 1918. 

25th June 


provisions ot 
ocaine ”’ and any substance, whether 
containing 0.1 per cent. 


of any salt 


means raw opium, powdered or granulated opium, 
and includes any solid or semi-solid 


[ Gazette, 25th June. 


Orders in Council. 

NEW DEFENCE OF THE REALM REGULATIONS. 
[ Recitals. ] 

It 18 hereby 

the Defence of 


ordered that the following amendments be made in 


the Realm Regulations :- 


Housing of Ship-Wrights. 


end of Regulation 2a the following sub-section shall be 


1. At 
inserted 
*(3) It 
housing, 


the 


shall be 
with or without 
ployed in the building or 
or accessories, to take 
which are not 


lawful for the Admiralty for the purpose of 
their wives and families. workmen em- 
repairing of ships or their machinery 
possession of any premises (whether furnished 
ordinarily inhabited during the winter 
months, or which have not been inhabited for a total period of 
three months at least during the twelve months immediately pre- 
ceding the taking of possession. Provided that in the case of 
furnished premises possession shall not be taken until seven days 
ifter notice of the intention so to do has been left on the premises 
and sent by post to the occupier ~ 


or not) 


owner or 


Mainter 

er Regulation 2r the 

‘2vu. (1) The Board of Agriculture and Fisheries with a view 
to maintain or develop eel fis gore may in respect of or in relation 
to any waters to whicl guiation is applied by order made 
by the Board, exercise any of "the ollowing powers, that is to say, 
the Board 


ince and De velopment of Fisheries. 
following regulations shall be inserted : 


this 


may 


>and take 
vaters, or 


7) assur possession of the sole right to fish for or 
take eels in the to stock the waters with eels and 
exercise such rights or authorize their exercise by any person ; 
ind 

5) construct or and maintain or 
to construct or 
land idjacent 
for taking 
the eel fis! 


authorize any person 
piace and maintain in the waters or on any 
hereto any traps or appliances or works 
or for the purpose of maintaining or developing 
> and 

(c) enter or take authorize any person to 
enter on or take possession of any land for the purpose of access 
to the waters or fishing for eels therein by the use of boats or 
otherwise, or the exercise of any other power conferred by this 


T “r tio 
reguiat n. 


* (2) If 


takes eels in 


p ace 


other 
eels, 
ery 


possession of or 


without authority of the Board fishes for or 
» which this regulation is applied cr 
otherwise interferes with or im pedes any person in 
the exercise of his powers under this regul ation he shall be guilty 
of a summary offence against these regulations. 

‘2uv. (1) Where the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries are cof 
opinion that with a view to maintain or develop any fisheries it 
is expedient that they should exercise the powers given to them 
under this regulation, they may 


any person 


any Waters t 


obstructs or 


(a) enter on and take possession of or authorize any person 
to ertter on and take possession of, any several fishery and take 





any fish therein and for this purpose enter or authorize the 
entry on any land 

(b) authorize the "fishing for, taking, or removal of fish by any 
method or appliance, at any time, or in any circumstances by, 
at or in which the same would otherwise be unlawful ; 

(c) authorize the possession, sale, exposure, consignment for 
sale or purchase of fish at any time at which the same would 
otherwise be unlawful ; 

(d) prohibit or regulate the taking of fish or of fish of any 
kind or size by any method or at any time, or in any area 
specified in the prohibition or regulation, of the taking, posses- 
sion or sale of immature fish ; 

a authorize any person to kill or take any bird injurious 

) fisheries, or to any the eggs of any such bird, at Pd time 
Ww pe So such killing or taking would otherwise be illegal ; 

(f) by notice served on any person require him to make and 
send to the Board a return, on a form supplied by the Board, 
of all fish or any specified kind of fish taken by him, and within 
such time as shall be required by the notice ; 

(g) by notice served on any person entitled to or exercising, 
whether as owner or tenant, -a right of several fishery, or the 
power of regulating a fishery, require him to take such measures 
for the cultivation, management and development of the fishery 
as the Board may think necessary or desira! the and many require 
by the notice ; 

(h) enter on and take possession of any portion of the fore- 
shore and bed of the sea or any estuary or tidal river or of 
any land abutting on, or in close proximity thereto and within 
the area on which they have entered exercise or authorize any 
person to exercise the exclusive right of fishing, and construct 
and provide or take possession of or acquire appliances for 
taking fish or tanks, machinery, appliances, vessels and works 
for the purpose of cleansing and purifying shell-fish, or storing 
or cultivating or dealing with shell-fish. 

(2) Any person authorized by the Board in that behalf may _ 
purpose of this regulation, and on production if so required « 
enter on any fishery or land for the purposes of this 


the 
his authority, 
regu lation. 

‘(3) If any person without the authority of the Board enters or 
remains on any part of the foreshore or bed of the sea of which the 
Board have taken possession under this regulation, and which is 
marked out by stakes or buoys or other means and on or near which 
a notice of this provision is conspicuously displayed, or takes or 
attempts to take or injures any fish thereon, or does or attempts 
to do anything in contravention of any prohibition or regulation 
issued under this regulation or any condition imposed by any 
authority given under this regulation or fails to do anything which 
by notice under this regulation he is required to do, or having been 
served with a notice requiring him to take any measure fails to 
take such measure or obstructs or otherwise interferes with or 
impedes any person in the execution of his powers under this regu- 
lation, he shall be guilty of a summary offence against these regula- 
tions. 

*(4) In this regulation the expression ‘ fish’ includes shell-fish, 
and the expression ‘ shell-fish ’ includes mollusca and crustacea. 

‘“*(5) Any notice under this regulation may be served on the 
person to whom it is to be given, either personally or by leaving it 
for him at his last known place of abode or by sending it through 
the post in a registered letter addressed to him there. 

““2uv. (1) The two last foregoing regulations apply only ww 
England and Wales and the territorial waters thereto adjoining, but 
nothing therein contained shall authorize the Board of Agriculture 
and Fisheries to enter on or take possession of, or erect or authorize 
the erection of any fixed net, net-stake, or other erection on any 
part of the foreshore or bed of the sea without the consent of the 
Board of Trade, and also if the area belongs to His Majesty ‘n 
right of the Crown or the Duchy of Lancaster or belongs to the 
Duchy of Cornwall without the consent of :— 

(1) The Commissioner of Woods, 
management ; 

(2) The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, 
belongs to that Duchy ; 

(3) The Secretary of the Duchy of Cornwall, if 
belongs to that Duchy. 

‘*(2) The powers conferred by the last two foregoing regulations 
on the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries shall be in addition to 
and not in derogation of any other powers of the Board.’’ 


if the area be under his 


if the are 


the area 


Works on War Training and Tactics. 


After Regulation 188 the following regulation shall be inserted :— 

‘18c. No person shall, without the permission of the Admiralty, 
Army Council, or Air Council, obtdined through the Directors 
the Official Press Bureau, publish any instructional work or arti 
of a technical nature relating to warlike training, tactics or organisa- 
tion, and if any person contravenes this regulation he shall be guilty 
of an offence against these regulations.”’ 


Restriction on Navigation. 


4. In Regulation 38 after the words “ from entering” there shall be 
inserted the words ‘‘ or being in, either at all times or at such times as 
may be specified in the order’? and for the words ‘enters any such 
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area” there shall be substituted the words ‘‘ contravenes any such order, 
» the owner and.”’ 





Restriction on Dealings in Cocaine. 


5. In sub-section (11) of Regulation 408 for the definition of cocaine the 
following definition shall be substituted :— 

“Cocaine includes ecgonine, and any substance, whether pre- 
paration, admixture, extract or otherwise, containing 0.1 per cent. 
(one part in a thousand) or more of cocaine or ecgonine, or of any 
salt or derivative thereof.”’ 






Restriction on Financial Dealings Abroad. 


6. After Regulation 41p the following regulation shall be inserted :— 
**Alpp. (1) Any — engaged in banking, bill discounting, or 
any transaction in foreign moneys or exchange, or any business of 
a similar nature shall not, without permission in writing from the 
Treasury, do or allow to be done through him or through any 
account kept by him, directly or indirectly, any transaction on 
behalf of a ee subject or a person for the time being in Russia 
involving the sending of money, credit or securities out of the 
United Ki lom. 
(2) Any person who contravenes or fails to comply with any of 
the provisions of this regulation shall be guilty of a summary offence 
‘ against these regulations. 
(3) The Treasury or any person authorized by them in that behalf 
may make such orders as.to them or him may seem reasonable for 
the further or better carrying into effect of this regulation.” 


Off ences. 
7. In Regulation 45 after paragraph (i) the following paragraph shall 
or 


be inserted :—‘ 
“*(j) Without lawful authority uses or communicates or attempts 
to elicit any secret official code-word or pass-word.”’ 


Military Discipline. 
8. Regulation 45r shall be amended as follows :— 


(1) In subsection (3) for the words ‘‘before any person duly 
authomzed ’’ there shall be substituted the words ‘‘ before any officer 
or other person duly authorized by the laws of the Ally.” 

(2) In subsection (4) after the words ‘“‘in the United Kingdom ’”’ 
there shall be inserted the words ‘‘ by standing mute or without 
lawful excuse refusing to testify, or.’’ 

(3) In subsection (5) for the words ‘‘before any person du!y 
authorized ’’ there shall be substituted the words ‘‘before any 
officer or other person duly authorized by the laws of the Ally.”’ 

(4) For subsection (6) the following subsection shall] be substi- 
tuted :— 


’ ** (6) It shall be lawful for a member of any naval or military 
court or board of an Ally, or any person duly authorised by the 
laws of the Ally to take evidence in connection with any pro- 
ceedings before such court or board or for any administrative 
purpose connected with the naval or military service of the 
Ally, to take evidence in or in connection with any proceedings 
before such court or board or for such administrative purpose, 
and to administer oaths to witmesses or other persons, and to 
take d itions, and perform al] such other notarial or consular 
acts as he may be authorized by the laws of the Ally to perform 
in foreign countries, and such authority may be exercised any- 
where within the United Kingdom. 


(5) In sub-section (9) for the words ‘‘ passed on such a man’”’ 
there shall be substituted the words ‘‘ passed on such a person.”’ 

(6) After sub-section (10) the following new sub-section shall be 
inserted :— 

** (11) For the purposes of the foregoing provisions the expres- 
sion ‘‘ Members of a naval or military force of an Ally ”’ shal! 
be deemed to include any persons being subjects or citizens of 

y that Ally, who are subject to the naval or military law of that 
Ally.”’ 
The Air Force. 


9. For the purpose of adapting to the Air Force the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations the amendments specified in the second column of 
the table appended to this Order shall be made in the regulations men- 
tioned in the first column to that table. 

(Table of amendments, giving to the Air Council the same powers 
as-the Army Council and to Air a officers and men the same position 
under the Regulations as officers and men of the other forces.] 

25th June. (Gazette, 25th June. 


THE VOLUNTEER FORCE (TRIBUNAL EXEMPTIONS) 
ORDER, 1918. 


Whereas under Sub-section (6) of Section four of the Military Service 
(No, 2) Act, 1918, it is provided that every person to whom a certificate 
of exemption shall be granted by a Tribunal after the 3th day of April, 
1916, shall, unless the Tribunal by which the certificate is granted 
otherwise direct, be liable on being so required-in such manner as may 
be prescribed by Order in Council to join the Volunteer Force, and 
remain a member of that Force for the period during which the cer- 
tificate remains in force, and shall, during that period, attend such 






Now, therefore, &c., it is hereby ordered as follows :— : 

1. The manner in which any such person as aforesaid shall be required 
to join the Volunteer Force shall be by notice either served personally 
or sent by post and signed by or on behalf of the County Commandant 
of Volunteers for the county in which the person resides or for the 
time being is, and the notice shall specify the time within which and 
the place at which the person is to join and the conditions to be com- 
plied with on joining. : 

2. Where a man fails to comply with any notice to join under this 
Order he shall be deemed as from the expiration of the time specified 
in the notice to have become a member of Section B of the particular 
Corps of the Volunteer Force which he shall have been so required to 
join in the like manner in all respects as if he had complied with the 
notice. 

3. Any man who joins or is deemed to have joined the Volunteer 
Force as aforesaid shall perform such drills, undergo such training and 
undertake such military duties as are or may hereafter be laid down 
for members of Section B of the particular arm of the service to which 
the Volunteer unit which he is required to join belongs; provided that 
either in addition to or instead of such drills, training and military 
duties any such man may, in such cases as the Army Council direct, 
be required to perform such military duty not exceeding twelve hours 
a week as may be prescribed by the Army Council, and to enter into 
the necessary agreements accordingly. : 

4, This Order may be cited as the Volunteer Force (Tribunal Exemp- 
tions) Order, 1918. 


25th June. [Gazette, 25th June. 


Admiralty Order. 
THE USE OF MINE PROTECTION GEAR. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon them by Regulation 37 of 
the Defence of the Realm Regulations, and all other powers thereunto 
enabling them, the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty make the 
following Regulation with a view to protecting British Merchant Vessels 
navigating within certain areas from the risk of damage by mine :— 

1. Except as hereinafter stated, and provided that the depth of water 
in each case exceeds 5 fathoms, every British Merchant Vessel equipped 
with “Otter”? protection gear, is to stream its Otters :— 

(i) Whenever such vessel is within 10 miles of the land or a 
navigational mark in European or Mediterranean waters ; 

(ii) whenever such vessel is approaching any Allied Port abroad ; 

(iii) whenever such vessel is in the North Sea and to the South- 
ward of the parallel of 59° North. 
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2. Paragraph 1 hereof shall not apply to :— 

(a) Vessels in Ocean Convoy, which will act in accordance with 
instructions received from the Officer-in-Charge of the Convoy 
or escort ; 

(d) any vessel in respect of which the Senior Naval Officer of the 
Port from which the vessel is eailing whether singly or in convoy 
or the Officer-in-Charge of the Convoy or Escort has directed that 
the said paragraph shall not apply during a particular voyage or 
any part of such voyage; 

(c) vessels which are hugging the buoys of the war channel by 
day—unless the Officer-in-Charge of local Patrols direct otherwise. 

3. The Senior Naval Officer of the port from which any vessel is sail- 
ing, whether singly or in convoy, or the Officer-in-Charge of the Convoy 
or Escort, may in respect of any vessel or vessels, vary or add to 
any of the directions contained in paragraph 1 hereof, as the local cir- 
cumstances seem to such Officer to require. 

4. In every case where Otters are hereby directed to be streamed, in 
order to secure their efficint working, the gear is to be properly 
adjusted and in good working order. 

A record is to be kept in the ship’s log both of the streaming and 
of the taking inboard of Otters on each occasion. 

5. The Master or other person in command or charge of any British 
vessel who neglects to see that the Otter protection gear is adjusted, 
running, manned, and worked as aforesaid, shall be ilty of an offenc« 
against the Defence of the Realm Regulations, suied, however, to 
any directions given under paragraphs 2 and 3 hereof. 

6, The Admiralty Order, dated 3lst May, 1917, is hereby cancelled. 

17th June. {Gazette, 2st June. 


Army Council Orders, 


WOOL (GREAT BRITAIN) AMENDMENT ORDER, 
1918. 

Whereas by the Sale of Wool (Great Britain) Order, 1918, the Army 
Council regulated dealings in certain wool : 

And whereas the Army Council deem it desirable that the said Order 
shall be amended : 

Now, therefore, the Army Council, &c., hereby order as follows :— 

(1) Schedule 1 hereto annexed shall be inserted in Schedule B 
annexed to the Sale of Wool (Great Britain) Order, 1918. 

(2) Schedule 2 hereto annexed shall be annexed to the Sale of Wool 
(Great Britain) Order, 1918, and described as Schedule D thereto. 

(3) To each of the Schedules A, B and C annexed to the Sale of 
Wool (Great Britain) Order, 1918, shall be added the following clause : 

The prices paid to the grower for locks, brokes, washed or willeyed 
locks, fallen or gathered wool grown, or to be grown, on sheep in 
Great Britain, during the season 1918, shall be in proportion to the 
prices paid for fleece wool. 

(5) This Order may be cited as the Sale of Wool (Great Britain) 
Amendment Order, 1918. 

17th June. 


SALE OF 


[Schedules of Prices.] 


[Gazette, 1st June. 


THE METAL BANDS (WOOL BALES) ORDER, 1918. 


1. No person. shall, without a permit issued by or on behalf of the 
Director of Raw Materials, sell or deliver any metal bands used for 
binding wool bales, sheep skins, or bales of mohair, which are now 
situated on or in any quay or warehouse in the United Kingdom, or 
may arrive in the United Kingdom, after the date hereof, or at prices 
exceeding the prices indicated in the Schedule hereto annexed, or at 
such other prices as in any particular case may be allowed by or on 
behalf of the Director of Raw Materials. ‘ 

2. No person shall without a permit issued by or on behalf of the 
Director of Raw Materials, deliver for shipment to any place outside the 
United Kingdom any bands of the description aforesaid. 

6. This Order may be cited'as The Metal Bands (Wool Bales) Order, 
1918. 

19th June. 

[Schedule of Prices.] 
[ Gazette, 25th June. 


KIPS AND CALF SKINS (IRELAND) ORDER, 1918. 


(1) No Kips or Calf Skins taken off in Ireland on or after the 24th 
day of June, 1918, shall be bought by or on behalf of any person 
without a permit issued by or on behalf of the Director of Raw 
Materials, or at prices exceeding those set out in the Schedule hereto 
annexed, or at such other prices as in any particular case shall be 
authorized by or on behalf of the Director of Raw Materials. 

(2) No Leather to be produced from Kips or Calf Skins taken off 
in Ireland shall be bought by or on behalf of any person without a 
permit issued by or on behalf of the Director of Raw Materials, or 
at prices other than those which may be authorized in any particular 
case by or on behalf of the Director of Raw Materials. ‘ 

(6) This Order may be cited as the Kips and Calf Skins (Ireland) 
Order, 1918. 

20th June. 

[Schedule of Prices.] 
(Gazette, 2ist June. 


Board of Trade Orders. 


THE PAPER RESTRICTION ORDER, NO. 2, 1918. 


1. All importers of and dealers in imported wrapping and packing 
paper, strawboard, millboard, wood pulp board, cardboard, pasteboard, 
boxes and cartons made of paper or of any of the materials aforesaid, 
shall if required supply during the six months ending Slst December, 
1918, to those persons to whom they supplied any such goods during 
the year ending 28th February, 1918, one-third of the weight of such 
goods as they supplied to them during the previous 12 months. 

2. All importers of and dealers in any description of imported paper 
other than those mentioned in paragraph 1, or of imported paper-making 
materials, shall if required supply during the six months ending lst 
December, 1918, to those persons to whom they supplied during the 
year ending 28th February, 1918, any description of imported paper 
other than as aforesaid or paper-making materials, one-fourth of the 
weight of paper or of imported material which they supplied to them 
during the said year. 

3. All manufacturers of and all dealers in paper manufactured in the 
United Kingdom shall if required supply during the six months ending 
3lst- December, 1918, to those persons to whom they supplied during 
the year ending 28th Mgbruary, 1918, any description of such paper, 
one-fourth of the weight of paper if manufactured wholly or mainly 
from imported material and one-third of the weight of paper if manu- 
factured wholly or mainly frora home-produced material which they 
supplied to such persons during the said year. In this paragraph 
‘paper ’’ includes strawboard, millboard, wood pulp board, cardboard, 
pasteboard, boxes and cartons made of paper or of any of the said 
materials. 

4. Where during the year ending 28th February, 1918, a person was 
by reason of a priority certificate or certificates or otherwise supplied 
with a greater amount of the goods mentioned in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 
of this Order than he would otherwise have been entitled to obtain 
under the regulations issued by the Royal Commission on Paper and 
then in force, such greater amount shall be excluded in calculating the 
amount which he is entitled to demand under the provisions of para- 
graphs 1, 2 and 3 of this Order. 

10. In this Order the expression ‘‘ paper-making materials ’’ includes 
pulp, esparto grass, linen and cotton rags, and any material used in 
the manufacture of paper. 

11. Notwithstanding anything contained in the Paper Restriction 
Order, No. 5, 1917, the priority certificates issued thereunder may he 
in such form as the Controller of Paper may from time to time direct. 
The Schedule to this Order is hereby substituted for the second part 
of the Schedule to the said Order. No priority certificate issued under 
the said Order shall be valid unless endorsed as provided in the Schedu'e 
hereto. 

12. The Paper Restriction Order, 1918, is hereby revoked without 
prejudice to any act or matter done or suffered or proceeding instituted 
thereunder. 

14. This Order may be cited as the Paper Restriction Order, Number 2, 
1918. 


[Schedule of conditions for issue of Priority Certificates. ] 
17th June. (Gazette, 2ist June. 


THE COAL (PIT’S MOUTH) PRICES ORDER. 

[ Recitals. } 

The Board of Trade hereby order as follows :— 

1. For the standard amount of 4s. fixed by Section 1, Sub-section 2, 
of the Price of Coal (Limitation) Act, 1915, there shall be substituted 
in the case of mines in the South Wales and Monmouthshire and Forest 
of Dean districts a standard amount of eleven shillings and sixpence, 
and in the case of mines situated elsewhere a standard amount of 
nine shillings. 

2. The price at which coal may be sold ur offered for sale at the 
pit’s mouth for use in the United Kingdom shall be the price at 
which coal of the same description was sold in similar quantities and 
under similar conditions affecting the sale at the pit’s mouth at the 
same coal mine on the corresponding date (or as near thereto as having 
regard to the course of business may be practicable) in the twelve 
months ended the thirtieth day of June, nineteen hundred and four- 
teen, increased by the amounts mentioned in paragraph 1, and such 
price shall be both the maximum and, unless the Controller of Coal 
Mines in any particular case otherwise orders, the minimum price. 
The price of all such coal dispatched from the colliery on- or after 
the 24th June under any existing contract shall be increased accordingly. 


3. Where in consequence of this Order the price paid or to be paid 
by- any person to whom coal is or has been sold is increased the price 
paid or to be paid by any person to whom the coal is or has been 
sold in pursuance of any subsidiary contract shall be increased by the 
same amount and all contracts for the purchase and sale of coal shall 
remain in force subject to such modification as aforesaid. 

4. This Order shall come into force on the 24th day of June, 1918, 
and may be cited as the Coal (Pit’s Mouth) Prices Order, 1918. 


21st June. [Gazette, 25th June. 
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Ministry of Munitions Order. 
AGRICULTURAL AND DAIRY MACHINES, IMPLEMENTS 
4 AND VEHICLES (SALE) ORDER, 1918. 
1. On or after the Ist day of July, 1918, no person shall offer to sell, 


gill or deliver any Agricultural or Dairy Implement not purchased by 
"him direct from the Manufacturer thereof unless he shall hold a permit 


" from the Minister of Munitions for such sale or delivery. 


9. On or after the 1st day of July, 1918, no person shall offer to sell, 


© gil or deliver any Agricultural or Dairy Implement purchased by him 


‘at a price exceeding the net cost thereof delivered to him by more 


" than 175 per cent. where such net cost amounts to £40 or upwards 
"and by more than 25 per cent. where such net cost amounts to less 
than £40, provided that this clause shall not apply to any offer, sale 
or delivery of :-— 


(1) Any Agricultural Implement at a price not exceeding £2. 

(2) Any Dairy Implement at a price not exceeding £1. ; 

(3) Any part of an Agricultural or Dairy Implement at a price 
not exceeding 10s. 

6. All applications for permits under this Order shall, so far as they 
relate to Agricultural or Dairy Implements in England, Scotland and 
Wales, be addressed to the Director, Agricultural Machinery Depart- 
ment (Price Control Section), Ministry of Munf¥ions, 8, Northumber- 
land Avenue, W.C. 2, and so far as they relate to any such implements 
in Ireland, to the Secretary, Department of Agriculture and Technical 
Instruction, Upper Merrion Street, Dublin. : 

7. This Order may be cited as the Agricultural and Dairy Machines, 
Implements and Vehicles (Sale) Order, 1918. 

2ist June. 

Note. 

In conjunction with the above Order, the Minister of Munitions 
has taken steps to control the “cope chargeable by manufacturers for 
all Agricultural and Dairy Machinery and Implements, and no manu- 
facturer will be allowed to receive any part of the percentages referred 
to in Clause 2 which are chargeable in addition to the manufacturer’s 
‘prices to cover agency, distribution, and other selling expenses. 

[Gazette, 2lst June. 





Food Orders. 


THE POTATOES (REGISTRATION OF WHO) ESALE DEALERS) 
ORDER, 1918. 


1. Revocation of wholesale dealers’ certificates granted in Great 
Britain.—All certificates of registration heretofore granted under the 
Potatoes Order, 1917, by a F Control Committee in Great Britain to 
aby person as a wholesale dealer shall stand revoked as at the lst July, 
1918, so far as the same relate to eating potatoes, and as at the lst 
September, 1918, so far as the same relate to seed potatoes. 

2. Limitation on Irish certificates. ]} 

3. New certificates.}—Applications for new certificates of registration 
m Great Britain under the Potatoes Order, 1917, may be made by such 
persons and in such manner as the Food Controller may from time to 
time direct. Al! such certificates shall be subject to such conditions as 
may ‘be endorsed thereon or as the Food Controller may from time to 
time prescribe, and shall be revocable by the Food Controller at any 
time. 

5. Food Committee in Great Britain not to issue certificates.]—After 
the date of this. Order a Food Control Committee in Great Britain shall 
not grant to any person a certificate of registration as a wholesale dealer 
in potatoes. 

6. Titla]—This Order may be cited as the Potatoes (Registration of 
Wholesale Dealers) Order, 1918. | 

22nd May, as amended 6th June. 





THE SUGAR (DOMESTIC PRESERVING) ORDER, 1918. 
THE SUGAR (RATIONING) ORDER, 1918. 
General Licence. 


1. The Food Controller hereby authorizes every retailer of sugar 
to supply sugar for the purpose of the preserving of fruit grown by 
the preserver out of any sugar for the time being in his hands, subject 
to compliance with the following conditions : 


{e) The retailer shall be reasonably satisfied that the withholding 

of the sugar supplied would result in fruit being wasted, and that 
after he has supplied such sugar, his remaining stocks will be 
sufficient to meet the ordinary requirements of his retail trade ; 

(®) The sugar shall be supplied by and to the persons named, 
and up to the amount specified in an available permit issued under 
the Sugar (Domestic Preserving) Order, 1918, and shall be taken 
subject to the conditions applicable under such Order and permits 
issued thereunder. 

2. The Food Controller also authorizes any retailer who has supplied 
sugar under this licence to use a like amount of sugar thereafter issued 
to him under Clause 4 of the above-named Order for the purpose of his 
tetail trade in accordance with the conditions of the Sugar 








LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED. 
No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C, 


ESTABLISHED 1853. 

Capital Stock .. one aes om = «= £400,000 
Debenture Stock we _ ons ode «= £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 
Forms ef Propesal and full information ean be obtained at the Society's Ofies. 

G. H. MAYNE, Seeretary. 





LIVE STOCK (SALBS) ORDER, 1918. 
General Licence. 


The Food Controller hereby authorizes until further notice sales of 
calves’ heads and feet free from the restrictions on the sale of veal 
imposed by Clause 2 of the above Order. 

10th June. 


Wool Textile Civil Contracts Arbitration Panel. 


The Board of Control of the Wool Textile Industries has appointed a 
panel to arbitrate in cases of dispute upon civil contracts the perform- 
arce of which is alleged to have been interfered with by Government 
action. The panel will also deal with applications to the War Depart- 
ment for certificates under the Courts (Emergency Powers), Act, 1917, 
section 3. 

(Mr. Philip Guedalla, barrister-at-law, War Office, who acts as Legal 
Adviser to the Board, will sit as chairman, and forty gentlemen have 
been nominated by the various trade interests concerned to serve as 
arbitrators on the panel. 

The Board have also approved rules for the hearing of arbitrations, 
and of applications for certificates under the Courts (Emergency Powers) 
Act, 1917, 8S. 3, referred by the War Department. All communica- 
tions with regard to the panel should be addressed to the Secretary of 
the Board of Control, the Department of Wool Textile Production, War 
Office, Bradford. 





Water Power Committee. 


The Board of Trade have appointed, with the concurrence of the 
Ministry of Reconstruction, the following to be a Committee to examine 
and report upon the Water Power Resources of the United Kingdom 
and the extent to which they can be made available for industrial pur- 
poses : —. 

Sir John F. C. Snell, M.I.C.E. (Chairman); Mr. G. S. Albright, Sir 
Dugald Clerk, J.P., D.Sc., F.R.S., M.I.C.E., M.I.M.E.; Dr. J. F. 
Crowley; Mr. H. F. Carlill, Board of Trade; Mr. Philip Dawson; 
Professor Gibson, D.Sc., M.I.M.E.; Mr. Vernon Hartshorn, J.P.; Dr. 
H. R. Mill, D.Se., LL.D.; Mr. A. Newlands, M.I.C.E.; Mr. G. C. 
Vyle, representing the Associated Chambers of Commerce in the United 
Kingdom; Mr. A. J. Walter, K.C.; Mr. Ralph Walter, Ministry of 
Reconstruction; and Mr. D. J. Williams. 

Mr. R, T. G. French is the secretary, and all communications intended 
for the Water Power Resources Gommittee should be addressed to him 
at 10, Princes-street, Westminster, London, S8.W. 1. 





The Committee on Trusts. 


Dr. Addison, Minister of Reconstruction, has,appointed Mr. Charles A. 
McCurdy, M.P., to be chairman of the Committee on Trusts in place 
of the Right Hon. E. Shortt, K.C., M.P., who resigned the chairmanship 
on his appointment as Chief Secretary for Ireland. Mr. McCurdy has 
represented Northampton in the Liberal interest since 1910. He was 
called to the Bar by the Inner Temple in 1896 and joined the Midland 
Circuit. 








Societies. 


The Berks, Bucks, and Oxfordshire Incorporated 
Law Society. 


The annual meeting of the above society was held at the Royal Hotel, 
Slough, at 2.15 p.m., on Wednesday, the 12th day of June, 1918. 


Present :—Mr. F. Q. Louch (president), Second Lieut. E. L. Rey- 
nolds (vice-president), and Messrs. H. R. Blaker, J. Bliss, Sydney 
Brain, A. J. Clarke, F. W. Martin, B. L. Reynolds, B. E. Tyrwhitt, 
D. H. Witherington, R. 8S. Wood, and H. C. Dryland (secretary). The 
secretary reported apologies for absence from Messrs. W. J. Brain; 
C. G. Chambers, F. J. Churchill, C. H. Dodd, E. C. Durant, C. G. 
Field, T. Hearn, C. E. Hewett, W. C. Jotcham, and J. W. Martin. 


The treasurer’s statement of the accounts of the society (which shewed 
a balance in hand of £118 19s. 11d, cash and £303 17s. 1d. 3 per cent 
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stock) was approved, on the proposition of the president, seconded by 
Mr. A. J. Clarke. 


The president submitted the annual report of the committee, and in 
doing so expressed the thanks of the society to Mr. Blaker for his 
invaluable services in connection with the alteration of the law as 
regards the wills of soldiers and sailors. The président also reported 
that on the 8th inst. the secretary had received a letter, dated the 7th 
inst., from the Ministry of National Service stating that instructions 
had been given by that department to the Director of National Service 
for the East Anglian region for the recognition of the soviety’s advis ry 
committee within the terms of paragraph 2 of National Service In- 
struction No. 37 of 1918. The president also congratulated the secre- 
tary on his election as vice-chairman of the Associated Provinciai Law 
Societies for the ensuing year, and referred to the work done by the 
society in connection with the re-arrangement,of the county court 
circuits, 

The adoption of the report was moved by Mr. F. W. Martin and 
seconded by Mr. R. 8. Wood. 

Mr. Blaker, in speaking to the resolution, thanked the president for 
his remarks with regard to soldiers’ and sailors’ wills, and stated that 
Mr. A. H. Coley, of Birmingham, who was a member of the Lord 
Chancellor’s Committee on the re-arrangement of the county court 
circuits, had expressed to him the appreciation of the Committee for 
the assistance afforded by the society. 


Mr. A. J. Clarke expressed the opinion that the increased allowance 
in respect of High Court costs during the war and for a term after- 
wards ought to be extended to coznty court costs and costs under 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. The motion having been put to the 
meeting, was carried unanimously. 

Mr. A. J. Clarke next moved: ‘‘That this meeting regards the 
adoption of the Rules of the Supreme Court, dated the 13th day of 
May, 1918, as most unfair to country solicitors, and urges upon the 
Law Society and the Associated Provincial Law Societies the desir- 
ability of taking early steps so as to provide that the increase in costs 
shall apply not only to contentious matters in the High Court, but 
also to county court costs, costs in non-contentious matters, costs under 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, and probate costs.’” The resolution 
was seconded by Mr. Sydney Brain. In speakine to the motion Mr. 
Blaker explained that the Law Society were quite alive to the present 
unsatisfactory limitation in the increased costs allowed. The resolu 
tion having been put to the meeting, was carried unanimously. 

The secretary next proposed (in accordance with notice) ‘‘that a 
donation of ten guineas be made out of the funds of the society in 
the name of Mr. F. Q. Louch, the president of the society, to th 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association.’’ ‘The resolution was seconded by 
Mr. J. Bliss, and carried unanimously “ 






The following elections were made for the ensuing year :—Second 
Lieut. E. L. Reynolds, of Slough, president; Mr. E. Ceecil 
Durant, of Windsor, vice-president. Mr. H. C. Dryland was again 
elected as secretary, and it was resolved that for this year the offices 
of treasurer and secretary should again be combined ; and Messrs. H. R. 
Blaker, J. Bliss, Sydney Brain, C. G. Chambers, A. J. Clarke, C. G. 
Field, F. Q. Louch, J. W. Martin, and B. E. Tyrwhitt were elected to 
act with the president, vice-president, and secretary as the committee 
for the ensuing year. 

On consideration of a letter from a member upon the subject of the 
serious position which would arise from the point of view of the public 
if the older solicitors with considerable family practices were called up 
for military service, Mr. R. S. Wood expressed the view that each case 
should be dealt with on its merits, and that he felt confident that, 
having regard to N.8.I. 37 of 1918, the recommendations of the society's 
Advisory, Committee would be adopted by tribunals. Mr. 8. Brain gave 
it as his opinion that if the ranks of the profession and of their skilled 
clerks were further depleted it would be impossible to continue to carry 
on business, which could now only be conducted with the greatest 
difficulty. It was finally resolved that the secretary do inform the 
member in question that in the opinion of the society the difficulties 
mentioned in his letter will now be largely obviated by N.S.1. 37 of 1918. 

On consideration in accordance with notice of the question of the desir- 
ability of taking some action with a view to enable landlords of small 
properties to increase their rents to a reasonable extent, the secretary 
reported that he had received a copy of the following reso!ution which 
had been passed by the Reading and District Solicitors’ Association :- 
“That in the opinion of this meeting it is desirable that an amendment 
for the benefit of owners should be made in the Increase of Rent and 
Mortgage Interest (War Restrictions) Act, 1915, having regard to the 
altered conditions detrimentally affecting property owners as the result 
of the war, while many tenants have greatly increased wages and obtain 
high rents on subletting.”’ 


The secretary also reported particulars of the following amongst many 
other cases which had been brought to his notice by local estate 
agents :—(1) House let at 7s. a week inclusive. Tenant occupied one 
room and let part of the house unfurnished to one family at 4s. a week 
and the remainder to another family at 4s. a week. (2) House let at 7s. a 
week inclusive. Tenant underlets two rooms at 5s. a week unfurnished. 
(3) Six-roomed cottage let at 5s. Sd. a week inclusive. Tenant underlets 
three unfurnished rooms to a soldier's wife at 10s. a week. (4) Six- 
roomed cottage let at 6s. a week inclusive. Tenant underlets two un- 
furnished rooms to a discharged soldier at 6s. a week. (5) Six-roomed 





cottage let at 6s. a week inclusive. Tenant underlets one furnished room 
at 5s. without attendance. (6) 14s. a week asked for a smal) furnish 


bedroom in a house Jet at 7s. 6d. a week inclusive. 

Messrs. J. Bliss, A. J. Clarke, R. S. Wood, and 8. Brain all spoke in 
support of the resolution passed by the Reading and District Solicitorg’ 
Association, and drew attention to the enormously increased char 
which landlords had to pay for repairs, the increased cost of collection © 
and management and insurance and the damage which was done in cin. 7 
sequence of the underletting of small houses to numerous under-tenants, 


Ultimately it was proposed by Mr. 8. Brain, seconded by Mr. J. Bliss, ~ of 
and unanimously resolved :—“ That in the opinion of this society it is “3s 1 
urgently necessary that some amendment should be made in the Increase ~ " 
of Rent and Mortgage Interest (War Restrictions) Acts with a view to “im ' 
enable landlords of small properties to increase their rents to a reasonable On. 
extent (having regard particularly to the increased cost of repairs and 0 
management), and to limit the right of tenants to profiteer by under- 
letting at increased rentals.” 

The secretary was directed to forward a copy of the resolution to the = 
Local Government Board and the Law Society and to every member of >. 9 
Parliament representing a constituency in the society’s area. _ 

The meeting closed with a vote of thanks to the president for the 
interest which he had shewn in the work of the soctety and for the 
valuable services which he had rendered to it during his year of office. 


The following are extracts from the Report of the Committee :— 


Members.—The committee regret to have to record the deaths of Mr. 
Charles William Last, of Windsor; Mr. Thomas Mace, of Chipping 
Norton; and Mr. Edward Foster Tanner, of Bicester. Since the last 
report was prepared three members of the society have (as above men- 
tioned) died and three have resigned, while nine new members have 
joined the society. The total number of members at the end of the 
society’s year was 121, as against 116 last year. This constitutes a — 
record in numbers. 

Roll of Honour.—With a view to have a permanent record of those 
solicitors and articled clerks in the society’s area who were serving in . 
His Majesty’s Forces during the present war, the committee soon after 
the commencement of hostilities decided to establish a “ Roll of 
Honour,” containing the name, address, and military rank of every 
solicitor so serving who was practising in any of the three counties of 
Berks, Bucks and Oxon, together with similar particulars in respect of 
every articled clerk so serving who was articled to a solicitor practising 
in any of the before-mentioned three counties. ; a 

The secretary has experienced considerable difficulty in obtaining the, 
necessary information, but such names as he has been able to ascertain 
are set out at the end of this report. i 

Soldiers’ Wills.—Members will recollect that shortly before the date 
of the annual meeting of the society, held on the Gst May, 1916, the then 
president (Mr. H. R. Blaker) urged upon the Law Society the desirability 
of recommending legislation with a view to make Section II. of the Wills 
Act, 1837, apply to real estate exactly in the same way as it had 
always been Se iistood to to personal estate. The Law Society, how- 
ever, while recommending that the section in question should be so 
amended as to enable soldiers and sailors who are over the age of 
twenty-one years to dis of their real estate by a written or nun- 
cupative will, did not consider that soldiers or sailors who are minors 
should be enabled to dispose of their real estate in a similar manner. 
At the annual meeting, held on ist May, 1916, the society resolved 
that Section 11 of the Wills Act, 1837, should be so amended as to 
make it apply to real as well as personal estate, and action was taken 
with a view to bring this resolution to the notice of the Lord Chan- 
cellor and others. Ultimately the Lord Chancellor introduced a Bill, 
iving effect to the views of the society, which has been duly passed. 
The Act contains a provision extending the benefit of Section 11 of the 
Wills Act, 1937, to sailors who, though not at sea, are serving under 
circumstances which would have enabled them to make soldiers’ wills 
had they been soldiers, and also sets at rest a doubt which was raised 
while the Bill was before the House of Lords, as to whether Section 11 
of the Wills Act in fact enabled a soldier who was under twenty-one 
years of age to make a will disposing of personal estate. The com: 
mittee desire to take this opportunity of cordially thanking Lord Rath- 
creedan for his interest in the matter and for his invaluable support in Ee 
the House of Lords, to which, coupled with the work of Mr. H. R. 
Blaker, the passing of the Act is im a large measure due. The society 
also mela very hearty support from the Gloucestershire and Wilt- 3 
shire Incorporated Law Society, who first brought the question up : 
before the Associated Provincial Law Societies in May, 1917. { 


Inland Revenue Authorities—During the past year the society has 
been in communication with the Inland Revenue Authorities as to delay 
experienced in procuring increment value duty anes, and as to diffi- 
ouhies in obtaining at post offices on short notice the forms necessary 
to lead to the payment of death duties. It is hoped that the repre- 
sentations made to the authorities will have the desired effect, but the 
secretary will be glad if members will report to him at once any 
further difficulties which they may experience. ; 

Military Service.—In June last the committee resolved :—“ That in 
the opinion of this society it is urgently necessary in the public interest 
that solicitors (being if married of the age of thirty years and upwards, 
and if single of the age of thirty-five years and upwards) and solicitors 
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ied call rtmental clerks, having at least ten years’ experience as such (and j ‘‘ Merriman, Pike & Merriman.” In 1900 the firm moved to No. 3 
shed rog . r sp os : : : 7 
furnished: if married of the age of thirty years and upwards, and if single | Mitre-court, Temple, E.C., and Mr. Pike retired three years later. 
q the age of thirty-five years and —— should now be included in Mr. Pike became a member of the Worshipful Company of Dyers in 
1 spoke sai list. of certified occupations.’’ A copy of this resolution was for- | 1873, and was elected Prime Warden in 1891. 
Sotici em ded to the’ Law Society with a statement in support setting out the 
oe ae ons which prompted the committee in passing it, and particularly 
1 ee fact that solicitors in the provinces, where counsel could not be Qui ante die iit 
collect : - ; : m periit, 
ye ulted at short notice, and where clerical assistance of any kind Sed miles, sed pro patria 
whe con. often unprocurable, were working under much greater difficulties ‘ P : 
r-tenantg, solicitors in London. In view, however, of the fact that in many 
. J. Bliss, "of the larger centres the professional Advisory Committees appeared C : in Tilly 
siety it ig 9 to be affo ing the necessary protection the Law Society felt unable to aptain Jo n fly. 
> Increase © move in the direction indicated. It is understood that in cases arising Captain Jonn Titty, M.C., Yorkshire Regiment, who was killed on 
a view to = in the area of the society the Law Society’s Advisory Committee will, | 8th June, was the youngest son of Mr. and Mrs. T. Harry Tilly, of 
easonable gn request, be. prepared to act, and they have in fact done so in one or | Seaton Carew. He was educated at Aysgarth School, Repton, and 
pairs and = two.cases. The committee have also in one or two cases, at the request | Pembroke College, Cambridge, where he’ graduated B.A. in 1908. In 
y under- of a jocal tribunal, acted as an advisory committee, and they have | 1911 he was admitted a solicitor of the Supreme Court, and joined the 
ee Sapoinied ¢ Chanting Advisory Committee to deal with all cases | staff of the firm of Turnbull & Tilly, solicitors, West Hartlepool. 
on to the arising in the area o the society. Immediately on the outbreak of war he applied and was recommended 
mem | The Lord Chancellor's Committee on County Courts.—As requested ~ fo a: acco mc Dov ge ——— a, eee wa Haag s- i. 
er by the chairman of this committee, the committee of the society have Brin the 3 pet he expected he enlisted in the Public Schools 
, for the carefully considered on several occasions the question of the re-arrange- | | cd on Septem at Se 1914. Within s wee, nowever, he- obtsinel 
for the Reet of the county court circuits in the district, and have submitted Egy ems . the Yor kshire Regiment (Green Howards). In August, 
— | mumerous suggestions as to the Reading, Windsor, Henley-on-Thames, | 4).,4’ Boot ae — — a the Western front, and since 
| Newbury, Wantage, Hungerford and Newport Pagnell areas, all of aa Pore eee Pe ge id rae _ rag © gees were 
which it is understood have been favourably considered. The secretary | “°C. . ‘Xi met 1816. i he 1 ed in November, 1915, and again 
— ’ has also had several interviews on the subject with the secretary the Mii ves ‘Coons’ é ” ng, battle of the Seams. Ee was owneded 
| M ) of the Lord Chancellor’s committee, and Mr. R. G. Walton, of Leighton | 57°, “Qona"y Cross for gallant conduct during the British offensive on 
3 of Mr. | Buzzard, kindly gave evidence before the committee ’ 8 21st September, 1917, and _in the following November went with the 
shipping q 2 : ‘ first British Expeditionary Force to another front. Mr. and Mrs. Tilly’s 
the last = list at the end of the report contains the names of forty-one | second son, Lieutenant-Colonel C. Wynn Tilly, was killed in action “on 
ve men- solicitors practising in Berks, Bucks, or Oxon, of whom six have been | 14th April last. ; 
Ts have killed in action and one accidentally killed in France, and fourteen 
of the articled clerks, of whom one has been killed in action and one on service. ] : 
tutes a ff 
egal News, 
»f those - i 
ving im Obituary. Appointment. 
mn after : Mr. ADSHEAD Ex.iotr has been appointed President of the Pensions 
Roll of Sir Walter Boyd. Appeal Tribunal, an office which has been temporarily occupied by 
i every : Judge Parry. Mr. Elliott, who is the author of a standard work on 
ities of Sir Water Bovp, says the T'imes, who had been a judge of the High workmen’s compensation, was called at the Inner Temple in 1894, and 
pect of > Court in Ireland for thirty-one years, died at his house in Howth, | has practised at Manchester and on the Northern Circuit. It is stated 
ict ising ' oo. Dublin, on Tuesday. He was eighty-three years of age when lie | that he will now leave Manchester for London, and will give up his 
nigga the Lge g ty. and was then senior in judicial office, | practice at the local Bar. . 
ing the 5 | the exception of I ef Baron Palles. Educated at Portora, 
certaia 3 “page ew at Trinity College, Dublin, he was called to the Bar 
in . Tw -one years later he took silk, and in the following year i ips 
o dale hé was appointed Queen’s Advocate for Ireland. In the Probate, Divorce Changes = Partnerships. 
> than | and Admiralty and Bankruptcy Courts his decisions were those of a Dissolutions 
ability shrewd, painstaking lawyer with some humour and a good deal of human 2 
. wile nature, and they did not often afford opportunity for revision on appeal. | . HERBERT TAYLOR, ALEXANDER HAMILTON MoOBeEan, and VINCENT 
had The heir to the baronetcy, which was conferred upon him soon after Samvuet GostinG, solicitors (R. A, Willcock, Taylor & Co.), Wolver- 
how- his retirement from the Bench, ‘is Mr. Walter Herbert Boyd, a member hampton, in the county of Stafford, and 63, Temple-row, in the city of 
he a of the Irish Bar Birmingham. June 18. The said Herbert Taylor and V. 8. Gosling 
aa a wil continue to carry on the said business in partnership at the same 
ee onto addresses and under the same name or style as heretofore. 
# . Gazette, June 21 
ninors Mr. Tam : [ , ; 
anne & J es R Pike. Henry (GEOFFREY ELWEs and ALAN GEORGE HaAwkErIns, solicitors 
solved ; Mr. James Rosert PrKe died on 12th June, 1918, in his ninetieth year. | ‘E!wes, Turner & Hawkins), 5, High-street, Colchester. June 19. The 
as » Mr. Pike was taken into partnership by the late Mr. uel Benjamin said business will in future be carried on by Henry Geoffrey Elwes alone 
taken Merriman, of 25, Austin Friars, E.C., in 1865, and together with Mr, | U2der the style of Elwes & Turner. 
— ary carried on business under the style of ** Merriman & Pike ”’ Joun Henry Crow and Jonn BeckwitH, solicitors (Withers, Pollock 
ill, unti the year 1874, when Mr. S. B. Merriman’s son, Mr. Thomas Mark] & Crow), Maltravers House, 6, Arundel-street, Strand. June 17. 
r 4 Merriman, became a partner, and the style of the firm was altered to (Gazette, June 25. 
ander : 
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om CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. 
ibh- 
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P Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders. 
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diffi- mm 5 P 
sary : THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium. 
pre- ; 
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C LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALt. LICENSING MATTERS 
i INSU R ANCE Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 
ail . Licensed Property, settled by Counsel, will be sent, on application. 
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Business Changes. 


Arrangements have been made for the amalgamation of the practice 
of Messrs. Tilleards, of 2, Talbot-court, Gracechurch-street, with that of 
Messrs. Sandom, Kersey & Knight, of 52, Gracechurch-street, E.C., and 
Deptford. The combined practice as on and from the 1st July will be 
carried on under the style of Sanpom, Kersey & TILLearps, at 2, Talbot- 
court, 52 and 55, Giracechurch-street, and at Deptford, and the partners 
will be Walter Robert Kersey, Frank William Brazil, ‘Albert Vincent 
Knight, and Frederick Charles Tilleard. 


General. 


The 7'imes special correspondent at The Hague, in a message dated 
25th inst., says:—The following communiqué was issued this evening 
with reference to the Prisoners of War Conference :—‘‘ We are informed 
that in the last meetings of The Hague Conference concerning prisoners 
of war progress was made towards an agreement. The Conference 
decided to adjourn for a few days in order that the delegates might 
consult their Governments upon certain questions still outstanding. In 
the meantime the sub-committees will sit in order to settle matters of 
minor importance.” 


In the House of Commons on Monday, Lord R. Cecil, Under-Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs, asked by Mr. King whether he was aware that 
the Russian Convention of July 16, 1917, signed provisionally by M. 
Terestchenko on behalf of the Russian Government, had not been ratified 
by the Government of Russia as required by Russian law ; whether any 
treaty or convention was operative without the required ratification ; 
and whether he could give any instance within ten years of ynratified 
treaties being regarded as operative, said :—The signature of M. 
Terestchenko was not provisional. Treaties may, and often do, become 
operative without ratification ; a case in point is our military agreement 
with France, 


In the House of Commons on Monday, Sir A. Steel-Maitland, Under 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs, asked by Mr. D. Mason whether the 
existing Russian Government was now formally recognised by His 
Majesty’s Government ; who was our representative there ; whether there 
was a British Mission now in Russia, and of whom it was composed ; 
and whether, in view of our financial interests and the possibilities of 
future trade and commerce with that country, His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would appoint a financial representative to help Russia in the 
reorganisation of her finances, said :—The answer to the first part of 
the question is in the negative. There is no accredited British repre- 
sentative in Russia, but British interests, both political and economic, 
are in charge of various Missions there. -In the event of any invitation 
being received from Russia for the assistance of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in the reorganization of her finances, I should be glad to consider 
the appointment of a special financial representative for this purpose. 


In the House of Commons on the 21st inst., the Solicitor-General, in 
moving the second reading of the Juries Bill, which had come from the 
House of Lords, said it was a war measure, and its object was to 
remove the great hardship whereby men of business were called a®ay 
from their businesses needlessly in order to sit as jurors. The Bill would 
enable inquests to be held without a jury in certain cases. Although 
the normal mode of trial would be trial without a jury, a discretion 
was given to the Courts, in all cases, to permit a jury, and in cases 
where personal character was at issue the parties had an absolute right 
to a jury. The age of liability for service on a jury was raised from 
60 to 65. In regard to coroners’ inquests, what was proposed was that 
inquests might be held without a jury, except in cases of death in 
prison, or where there was any reason to suspect that the deceased 
met his death by murder or manslaughter. The Bill was not extended 
to Scotland or Ireland, because the law in regard to juries in those 
countries was different. The Bill was read a second time. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
- JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 4 
London Ga:ette.—FRIDAY, June 21. ¢ 
AvTO Roto SyNpI0caTE, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 6, to se 
their-names and addresses, and the particulars of, their d2bts or claims, to Arti 
Sissons, 65, Lon ‘on Wall, liquidator. oS 
TIMB+R TRANSPORT, LTD.—Crediturs are required, on or before Aug 7, to are 
their names and addresses, and the particu of their debts or claims, to Mr 
T aoe Rowland, c/o Messrs. W. T. Walton & Son, Scarbro’ st, West Hart 
liquidator. 
WELLINGBOROUGH BBIOK & TILE .Co, LtD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).— Credit 
are required, on or before June 27, to send in their names and addresees, 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Caleb Archer, “ Brooklyn,” Weiliugborougy — 


liquidator, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANOERY. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 25. ; 
CARLISLE New BREWERY Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July % 
to send thrir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Robert William Siee, Brewery row, Carlisle, hquidator. q 
DETERGENT Propucts Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send — 
iu their names and addresses w.t: particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank p 
Shearcroft, 3A, Victuria parade, Kew Gardens, liquidator. * 
FOXHALL ROAD GAR«GE CO, Lp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors Rae 
required, on or before July 4, to send in their names esses, 3 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Syduey Blezard, 97, Church st, Blac = 
liquidator. : 
HULL GRAND THEATRE Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, 
send their names and etareeen,: and the particulars of their debts or claims, te — 
Henry Charles Askwith, Thomas Wanless and John Hart, c/o Messrs. Goldie & Camp. 
bell, 30, Silver st, Hull, liquidatorss, * 


is 


ye 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRiDAY, June 21. 


Johnasson Gordon & Co, Ltd. 


T. W. Leaeh, Ltd. 
Brier Ro-e Steamship Co, Ltd. 


Auto R >to Syndicate, Ltd. 

Ellastone Dairy Association, Ltd 
London Gazette,—TorspaY. July 25. 

Shannon & Shannon, Ltd. Carlisle New Brewery Coe, Ltd. 

North Warwickshire Laundry, Ltd. Paviova Leather syndicate, Ltd. 

Recreations, Ltd. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 


London Gazetie.—TUESDAY, June 25. 


NICKOLLS, GEORGE ALBERT, Hilltop-road, West Hampstead, Corn Merchant. Aug. 9, 
List & | riestley y. List & Frazer, Sargant, J. John Daniel Vallance, 20, Es‘@ty 
street, Strand. 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last DAY oF CLAIM. 
Londm Gazette. —FRIDAY, June 21. 
ANNAND, JoHN HARVEY, Compton, near Guildford July 17 
Co, 23, Essex st, Strand 
BAIN, HERBERT JOHN HENRY, Belleville rd, Wandsworth Common, Auctioneer July 15 


Adolphus G Maskell, 3, Finsbury sq 5 
BARNES, HakRY Lewis, Salford, Lancs, Butcher Aug 2 Lawson, Coppock & Hart, 


Mar chester 

BEANLANDS, Rev ARTHUR, Sevenoaks July 30 Head & Gill, 3, Raymond bidgs, 
Gray's ina 

BUSH, Anas GEORGIANA, Teignmouth Sept 25 Tozer & Dell, Teignmouth 

COXETER, CHARLES, Hastings July 31 Chalinder, Herington & Pearch, Hastings 

CxossLBY, WILLIAM, Brighouse, Yorks Aug 2 Barber & Jessop, Brighouse 

UUTBUSH, HERBERT JAMES, broadlands rd, Highgate, Nurseryman Aug 1 Hubbard, 
Sov & Eve, 110, Cannon st 

DICKINSUN, SaRAH, Northenden, near Manchester July 31 Charles Howard, Lay- 
cock & Co, Manchester 

DIXON, EDWARD GEORGE, St Leonards on Sea Aug 2 James & James, 23, Ely pl 

DOOLITTLE, EDWARD, Kidderminster, Land agent July 27 C Hugh Watson, Stour- 


t 

ENGLAND, THomas, Alfreton. Derby, Company Secretary Aug 1 Frank Searby 
Alfreton 

FAIRLES, AMBROSE WILLIAM, Edgware rd, Paddingtor, MD Aug1 F W Hughesé& 
Son, 108, Edgware rd 

FERRAR, JAMES, Sheffield July 30 Walpole Hiller, Sheffield 

Foster, Rev KENRIC GEORGE, Long Melford, Essex July 31 Howes, Percival & 

Dawson & Burgess, 


Kingsford, Dorman & 


Ellen, Northampton 

GREENFIELD, WILLIAM CHRISTOPHER, Aug 1 
Doncaster ; 

GuTBHRIE, ROBERT TYNEMOUTH, Blyth, Northumberland, Sol!citor June 29 Guthrie & 
Guthrie, Bly:h, Northumbe iand : 

HARGRAVE, MaRY, Beau'‘ort st, Chekea July 31 Ford & Warren, Leeds 

HARRISON, LUCY ANN, Llandudno July 31 James Jones Marks, Llandudno 

HEWITT, JAMES MITCHELL, Haie, Chester Avg2 Sal & Co, Manchester 

Hooron, EMILY SopuHia, Whitehall ark, Highgate Aug 2 Seweil, Edwards & Neville 
35, Buck! ersbury 

FiUMPHREY, RICHARD, Stockton on Tees July 22 Newry, Robson & Robson, Stock+ 
tou on Tees 

Jounson, Howard Fire, Wye, Kent Norton, Rose, Barrington & Co, 57}, 
Old Broad st 

Lazarus, Louisa, Belsize’Park gdns, Hampstead Avg 7 Byman Jeaacs, Lewis & 
Mills, 81-34, Baringhall st ’ 

LEEMANN, JOHN, Heaton Mersey, Lancs Aug 5 Sale & Co, Manchester 

NBILL, JAMES, Liverpool July 31 Barrell & <0, Liverpool 

Norn, BENJAMIN, Ash on, Essex, Farmer July 5 Collin & Adam*, Saffron Walden : 

OGILvIB, FERGUS MENTEITH, Oxford Ju'y 22 Davidson & Morriss, 40 and 42, Queen 
Victoria st 

PALMER, THOMAS WILLIAM, New st, Covent Garden, Butcher July 22 Hughes & 
Sons 34, John st, Bedford row J 

Penny, Lourg, Hoylake Chester July 30 Gill, Archer, Maples & Dun, Liverpool j 

PRENDERGAST, HENRY RALPH, Aldgate Augi Randolph & Dean, 2, Mitre court ~ 


bldgs, Temple ; 
® Rowell st, Hartlepool July 31 Jos H Smith, West 


PuRvEs, RIOHARD PRINGLE, 
Hartlep ol _ 
PURVES, WILLIAM, Hartlepool, Durhem, Brewer July 31 Jos H Smith, West 
Hartlepool t 


Doncast:r 


Aug 1 
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